


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1953 


FRIDAY, JUNE 20, 1952 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to recess, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. John L. McClellan, presiding. 
Present: Senator McClellan. 


NATIONAL Security TRAINING CoMMISSION 


Universat Minrrary TRAINING 


STATEMENTS OF THOMAS C. KINKAID AND RAYMOND S. McLAIN, 
COMMISSIONERS; ACCOMPANIED BY EDGAR G. SHELTON, JR., 
ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 


FUNCTIONS 


Senator McC.Le.tian. The committee will come to order. 

The chairman of this committee is this afternoon engaged in im- 
portant legislative matters on the floor of the Senate. I am serving as 
acting chairman at his request. 

All right, Admiral, if you will proceed, 

May I first ask you to state briefly for the record just what this 
National Security ‘Training Commission is and what function it per- 
forms. 

Admiral Kinkxamw. The National Security Training Commission 
was established by Public Law 51 about a year ago. Its purpose is 
to develop and write proposed legislation for universal military 
training. 

At the same time the National Security Training Commission was 
established, the National Security and Training Corps came into be- 
ing, that is, at least on paper. 

Br iefly, the idea is that the commission will present proposed legis- 
lation. If and when that is accepted by the Congress, the National 
Security Training Corps will come into being, will be put into effect 
by the armed services. 


MEMBERS OF COMMISSION 


Senator McC.ie.tian. How is the Commission composed ? 
Admiral Kinkxarp. The Commission is composed of five members in 
accordance with Public Law 51. 
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Senator McCiettan. Representing whom ? 

Admiral Kinxarp. Three shall be civilians and two shall be active or 
retired Army officers and Navy officers. The chairman shall be a 
civilian. 

Senator McCLe.ian. I just wanted a little résumé in the beginning, 
because this is something new and so we will have in the record an 
identification, so to speak, of the subject-matter and the source of 
auhority for it. 

Admiral Kinxarp. In accordance with that law, the Commission 
made its first report 4 months after it came into being, submitting 
proposed legislation, That was under discussion and the House and 
Senate Armed Services Committees were 1 required, again by that same 
law, to report within 45 working days after the 1 receipt of our report. 
That was done and the House returned it to the committee for further 
study. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


The matter of appropriations, $111,000, requested by the Commis- 
sion to continue studies was eliminated by voice vote in the House. 


PERSON NEL 


Senator McC.Letitan. Tlow many employees has the Commission 
aside from the Commissioners ¢ 

Admiral Kixxam. We have a very small staff. There is a total 
of six; one executive director, who is here today, Mr. Shelton, and 
four clerks or stenographers, and one messenger. It is an extremely 
small staff which takes charge of extremely important matters and 


papers. 

Senator McCiettan. Are the Commissioners paid a salary? 

Admiral Kixxam. The Commissioners are paid at the rate of $50 
a day when working on this business. 

Senator McCiettan. Are any members of the Commission retired 
from military service? 

Admiral Kinkar. Yes. Now, both General McLain and I are re 
tired, and I have been brought back on active duty for work for the 
Commission. TI started that way and I receive my active service pa) 
instead of the $50. 

Senator McCLetLan. Those who are retired and brought into the 
Commission receive $50 a day while on duty ? 

Admiral Krykat. Fifty dollars a day, but they have to forego 
their retired pay. 

Senator McCLetian. Now you may proceed, Admiral. 

Admiral Kinxam. Mr. Chairman and members of the comittee, this 
short statement is a plea for the restoration of funds requested by this 
Commission for salaries and expenses for the fiscal year 1953 which 
were deleted from the appropriation bill by voice vote in the House 
of Representatives on the ground that the proposed legislation had 
been recommitted to the House Armed Services Committee “for 
further study” and, therefore, “the Commission has no further work 
to do.” 

I would like to point out that the recommitment of the proposed 
legislation “for further study” does not abolish the National Security 
Training Commission which was established by Public Law 51, 
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Eighty-second Congress, known as the Universal Military Training 
amd Service Act. Nor does it eliminate necessary study and analysis 
in cooperation with and at the request of the Senate and House Com- 
mittees on Armed Services in preparing a program for further legis- 
lative action. 

Senator McCLetian. May I interrupt to ask whether you have such 
a request from either the armed services congressional committees ? 

Admiral Kinxai. We have a request from the Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. Suevton. The House formally and the Senate informally 
through the staff. 

Senator McCbLeLian. You had a request from the House committee 
and an informal request from the director of the staff of the Armed 
Services Committee of the Senate to continue the studies? 

Admiral Kinkam. That is correct. We have a letter from Mr. 
Vinson. 

Senator McCLettan. Do you care to place that in the record? 

Admiral Kinxarp, Yes. 

Senator McCietian. ‘That may be placed in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


House of REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D. C., April 24, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES W. WapsWortH, 

Chairman, National Security Training Commission. 

My Dear Mr. CuaArRMAN: Under Public Law 51, which established the National 
Security Training Commission, two tasks were assigned to the Commission. 

First, it was provided that not later than 4 months following the confirmation 
of the members of the Commission, the Commission should submit to the Con- 
gress legislative recommendations which would include : 

1. A broad outline for a program deemed by the Commission to be appropriate 
to assure that universal military training, carried out under the provisions of 
Public Law 51, would be of a military nature. 

2. Measures for the personal safety, health, welfare, and morals of members 
of the corps. 

3. A code of conduct. 

4. Measures deemed necessary to implement the policies and standards estab- 
lished by the Commission for the conduct of training in the corps. 

5. Disability and death benefits and other benefits and the obligations, duties, 
liabilities, and responsibilities granted to or imposed upon members of the corps. 

The second task which this legislation imposed on the Commission was that 
of exercsing general supervision over the training of the corps and of estab- 
lishing such policies and standards with respect to the conduct of training as 
is necessary to carry out the purposes of the act. 

The Commission has complied admirably with the first task, .but since the 
House has seen fit to recommit the proposed legislation for further study, I 
sincerely hope that the Commission will conduct further studies regarding the 
broad outline of a program for universal military training, the operation of 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice, and all other matters originally provided 
for in Public Law 51 in fiscal year 1953. 

I also hope that the Commission will conduct exhaustive studies of the 
possible methods of the implementation of such a program of universal military 
training at an early date with the view in mind of reducing the standing 
strength of the Armed Forces. 

In connection with the above, I hope that your Commission, in cooperation 
with the Secretary of Defense and the training agencies, will conduct a study 
of training facilities, training techniques, and training methods now being uti- 
lized by the various Armed Forces and offer suggestions as to methods of im- 
proving the present training facilities and methods once universal military 
training is established. 
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While no firm decision has yet been reached with reference to the future course 
of action on universal military training, I think I can say with certainty that 
the committee desires the Commission’s active and continuous assistance in 
further studies of this vital legislation. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 


Cart Vinson, Chairman. 
1952 APPROPRIATION 


Admiral Kinxam. For this purpose the Commission has retained a 
minimum staff. For the Seek year 1952 the appropriation for the 
Commission amounted to $185,000, of which about $30,000 will be re- 
turned to the Treasury unspent at the end of the fiscal year due to 
strict economy measures taken by our staff. 

That is an estimate. Now it appears it will be between $30,000 and 
$40,000 that will be returned. 


1953 BUDGET ESTIMATE 


For 1953 the Commission’s budget request is only $111,000. This 
reduction was made with the distinct understanding of the Bureau of 
the Budget that, if UMT legislation were enacted this spring and the 
National Security Training Corps were established, the additional 
funds would be needed to set up an inspection service. That will still 
hold true if implementing legislation is passed later in the fiscal year. 

Senator McCietxian. Do I understand, Admiral, that the Commis- 
sion in its report recommended the establishment of the National Se- 
curity Training Corps? 

Admiral Kinxam. No, sir. The National Security Training Corps 
was established by Public Law 51. 

Senator McCietian. The law established the training? 

Admiral Kryxam. I cannot give you the exact words but it states 
when the Commission is appointed the National Security Training 
Corps will come into effect. 

Senator McCretian. All right, proceed. 

I am not thoroughly familiar with it and I am trying to make the 
record as clear as possible because I think there may be others not 
thoroughly familiar with it. 

Admiral Kinxaip. Yes, sir. 

I would like to make one other statement then at this point. The 
National Security Training Commission is a continuing Commission 
and the members have been appointed for different lengths of time in 
order that the Commission wilt net change entirely. 

Senator McCretitan. Even though the appropriation were not 
made, the Commission officially would exist? 

Admiral Kryxam. Yes. 

Senator McCieiian. It just would not have any fund to work with? 

Admiral Kinxaw. That is correct. Not only that, but our office 
would be broken up and the files stored away. We could not even be 
able to get at our papers. 

In the meantime, it is of considerable importance that a logical pro- 
gram to produce trained military manpower be developed in accord- 
ance with the wishes of the Congress as indicated by the enactment of 
Public Law 51 and the request of the chairman of the House Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 
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STUDIES OF MILITARY TRAINING 


These studies may now be continued with a clearer view of the 
desires of the two Houses of Congress since we now have a more de- 
tailed knowledge of the type of legislation the two committees and the 
Congress will accept. Sait eee 

If funds are not made available for the Commission’s studies, not 
only will further study and analysis be omitted and the small but 
experienced staff be disbanded, but the official files must be stored 
and will be unavailable and the office furniture and fittings turned in. 
If UMT legislation is enacted after the Congress meets in January, the 
office and staff would be again set up at what appears to be unrteces- 
sary additional expense. 

I believe it is logical and desirable from every point of view that 
the office and a small staff be maintained until the Congress has 
finally disposed of the subject of universal military training. 

Senator McCrietian. All right, Admiral, thank you, sir, 

Do you have other witnesses on this subject ? 

Admiral Kinxaip. General McLain is the other member of the 
Commission present. He is right here. 


AUTHORIZATION ACT 


General McLain. I would just like to verify what the admiral has 
said. Public Law 51 did set up the Commission as a permanent 
institution and did establish the corps as a matter of law. 

In setting up the Commission they authorized us to hire a staff. 


I think you are aware that Senator Wadsworth is Chairman of the 
Commission and has been in very serious condition a number of 
months. 

Senator McC.etian. I regret to hear that. I did not know about it. 

General McLary. Will Clayton, whom I think you know, one of the 
civilian members, intended to be here and act olay as chairman, but 
his wife is seriously ill and took a turn for the worse, and he was 
unable to come. He is in Kentucky right now. 

Dr. Compton has further engagements. He is really acting as 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, but was unable to get here, because he 
thought Mr. Clayton would be here, he did not make arrangements to 
come. That is why Admiral Kinkaid is here now. 

As the admiral stated, the Commission was set up as a permanent 
thing. It was not made as a temporary thing. In my opinion, if the 
Commission acted on the idea they were not going to be financed, it 
would be acting more or less irresponsibly, it would not be taking its 
duties seriously. 

I do not see how, without resigning, we could avoid facing the con- 
sequences of what might occur. Legislation is still pending. It has 
not been defeated yet. 

Now in the authority given to the Commission we were authorized 
to set up a small staff. Senator Wadsworth ruled from the very be- 
ginning that we wanted to do this thing economigally. For that. rea- 
son we borrowed many people from various places to make special 
studies. We hired what we thought was the very minimum we could 
run the office with over there. We now have only six, but from time 
to time we had to get in specialists in order to make some studies. 
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Now after the report on the law was submitted that did not end 
our responsibility, as you know, because Members of Congress, var- 
ious organizations and other interested groups are always suggesting 
amendments to that law. They also have a vital interest in it. 

The veterans’ organizations in particular have a vital interest in it. 
They have had for years. 

So they are always bringing in certain amendments to meet ob- 
jections of Members of Congress whose constituents may be making 
objections. 

t seems to us it is the Commission’s responsibility to consider those 
proposals and to see that the Congress does not accept those recom- 
mendations which in our studies we have discarded. T think that 
where our continuing responsibility lies and is probably more apie. 
tant than making the original report. 

It has been an embarrassment to me, and I think it has to other 
Commission members, that since the House eliminated our appropria- 
tions, these people that we hired on the staff have been uncertain 
about their jobs and vet we have tried to persuade them to stay there 
until the issue is decided. 

Of course, Admiral Kinkaid and T are used to being kicked around 
in the service. We are used to most anything. 

Senator McCretian. You do not have any political kicking around 
in the service, do ye 

General McLarty. No, not politically. 

Tt seems as though it is pretty rough on people like Will Clayton 
and Senator Wadsworth and Dr. Compton to take them and put them 
on a commission and charge them with a Pe aie, and not re 
lieve them of the responsibility at all, and yet deprive them of the 
staff with which to do the work. 

Senator McCietian. Now some of these questions may not. reflect 
necessarily my own viewpoint, but it seems to me presently the Con- 
egress is not very much inclined to the universal military training 
law. 

Indulging in that assumption that so long as we have selective serv- 
ice and the war situation, if we may term it that, remains about as 
it is now, would there be any justification assuming the Congress au- 
thorized it, looking to the future at that time and what would seem 
to be the wise course and policy, in continuing the commission, con 
tinuing appropriating for it. going to that expense, if there is no 
foreseeable prospect that the Congress intends to act on the universal 
military training law? 

I say act on it. I mean act affirmatively on it. Could we justify, 
then, continuing the commission ? 

General McLarn. I think not, if you reach the point where you are 
certain nothing is to be done, but T think when you do that vou ought 
to, by 1 esolution, relieve the commission of its responsibility. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Senator McCrenian. [agree with you. Apparently, the House by 
taking out all the funds took the view that the Congress is not going 
to pass the universal military training law, therefore there is no use 
continuing the expense of the commission and the staff and waste time 
on that. 
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Admiral Kinxam. Right at the moment we are in the process of 
determining whether or not Congress will pass the law. That cannot 
be determined until all the studies have been made, until the restudy 
has been made by the Armed Services Committee and the legislation 
has been resubmitted to Congress. 

Senator McCietian. You really anticipate, then, that the Congress 
w ill again in the next session seriously consider the universal military 
training legislation ¢ 

Admiral Kinxai. It is unfinished business at the moment. 

General McLain. I am quite certain that they will because there 
are too many people interested in it. Some of the people went to sleep 
because they thought it would go through automatically the last time. 

We are getting more correspondence now asking for information 

about it, suggesting amendments, suggesting alternatives, and things 
like that than ever before. ‘The office is busier now than we were 
before filing the report. 

Senator McCuriuan. If the Congress in the immediate future is 
seriously going to consider the enactment of universal military train- 
ing legislation, then obviously the continuation of the commission in 
its function would be justified. 

If, however, the action which has been taken thus far has deter- 
mined that the Congress so long as this situation exists is simply not 
going to enact universal military training law, we would not be justi- 
fied in continuing it. 

General McLain,, I think the situation in Public Law 51 had three 
parts in it, and it is all mixed up. I think that law is going to have 
to be clarified. 

‘To meet the immediate emergeney of Korea, they provided the ex- 
tension of the selective service law. They provided that all people 
who come in the service will have 8 years’ obligation. 

Today a young men who comes in takes 4 months’ training, goes 
to Korea, comes back and finishes 2 years’ service. He has 6 years 
of Reserve obligation remaining. 

Now that, 1 think, was legitimate legislation and farsighted legis- 
lation because they wanted to retain the author ity of the ‘people who 
had the ability to ‘fight duri ing that emergency, but that is letting the 

people down in the worst way it can possibly be unless you go “with 
the rest of the bill that was a promise to the rest of those ‘fellows that 
everybody would be brought in for 8 years. You are getting com- 
plaints from the reserves who would take the place of the next call. 

In.my opinion, we will have a morale situation we cannot face if 
we call them again after they have been out once or twice or three 
times. We will have something that we cannot cope with. 

Senator McCietian. Notw ithstanding the present status of the uni- 
versal military training legislation, I think the job of Congress defi- 
nitely is not finished because there has not been a final rejection and 
conditions obviously presently do not warrant complete abandonment 
of the idea of a sound universal military training law. 

General McLarty. I would like to have Mr. Shelton tell you what 
aes on that vote over there. 

Suevron. I think the best indication you can get about how they 
were thinking—was on the first vote on the motion to recommit made 
by those who opposed the program. It failed by 29 votes. 
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Now that vote failed because it was known that certain amendments 
were going to be put in on the floor, such as a termination date for the 
program and a few other matters of that nature. 

“Those amendments were later put in on the floor, but then the pro- 
ponents of the bill, having won the first battle, decided they were not 
needed any more that afternoon. 

What happened then was that the opponents of UMT substituted 
for the original bill one to set up training in high schools from age 
14 to 18, wiping out all amendments made by the committee on the 
floor by a margin of five votes (and probably 5 minutes). The min 
ute they were called back for a roll-call vote, that high-school amend- 
ment failed by 80 votes. 

Whereupon they then made another motion to recommit and what 
they recommitted then was not the bill which was the product of the 
House Armed Services Committee thinking, plus amendments on the 
floor, but the original bill as drawn up by the Commission last fall 
which had several features in it which the House desired to amend. 

As a result, that last motion to recommit carried by some 74 votes. 
I think there were easily 30 of those men who voted to recommit, who 
were people who would like to bring up the legislation again at a 
later time because they believe in it. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


Senator McCietian. Now let us get back to the action of the House 
committee. The budget requested $111,000, The House committee, 
after considering that request, reduced it by $36,000, leaving a recom- 
mendation on the part of the committee for $75,000. 

The House struck all that out. 

Now you are asking here for restoration of the full $111,000. As- 
suming that this committee—and I, of course, do not speak for this 
committee—looked favorably upon continuing some appropriation, 
what do you have to say about the $75,000 that the House committee 
recommended? Would you be able to accept that and feel as though 
you could get by with it; that it would be adequate to hold the 
organization together ? 

General McLain. That will enable us to hold the organization to- 
gether. It will not enable us to do some of the research we would like 
to do on a lot of these amendments that are being suggested to the 
Congress by the various organizations that are interested in this 
thing. 

We probably could not do as much research as we would like to do 
on it, but we could hold our present organization together and answer 
present correspondence. 

Senator McCrierian. I am sure you could not do as much with 
$75,000 as you could with $111.000, but the point I am trying to make 
is that I know there are so many factors that have to be considered 
in all these appropriations. 

In view of the situation being what it is with reference to the uni- 
versal military training bill, you do not know whether it will come 
up again, how soon, it strikes me that if this committee will consider 
it favorably at all, that about the most we could do, and probably all 
we should do under the circumstances, would be to give you enough 
money to hold the organization together. 
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General McLain. We can hold it together with that $75,000. 

Senator McCiettan. In all probability, if we put in the $75,000, the 
House committee having recommended it, the conferees will all be in 
accord on that amount. 

Mr. Sueuron. That cut wovld mean approximately the loss of two 
professional employees and two secretarial employees to assist them. 

Possibly, also, if the Congress requested another report on legisla- 
tion next year, unless we could get a suppelemental appropriation to 
take care of the added request they made, it would mean that we 
could not have so many copies printed for the use of the Congress. 
That is about what it would mean in terms of manpower and services. 

Senator McCietian. You might cut out certain research that you 
would do if you had the full amount. 

General McLain. We could maintain our present organization 
on the $75,000 and handle the routine stuff in the office. 

Senator McCiettan. You probably would be able to borrow from 
committees, legislative committees, the Military Establishment, some 
clerical help. 

General McLarn. If we are denied that, we are worse off than we 
ever have been. 

Senator McCietxian. Gentlemen, is there anything else you would 
like to say ? 

General McLarty. I would like to submit two statements for the 
record, one from Mr. Clayton, and one from Dr. Compton. 

Senator McCietian. Give them to the reporter and they may be 
printed in the record. 

General McLain. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Dr. Kart T. Compton, COs MISSIONER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as a member of the National 
Security Training Commission, please permit me to endorse the request for 
restoration of the item of $111,000 for use of the National Security Training 
Commission. 

As you know, Public Law 51, Kighty-second Congress, known as the Universal 
Military Training and Service Act, approved the principle of universal military 
training. For the first time in this Nation’s history it permanently established 
the concept of UMT and established the National Security Training Commission. 

Due to circumstances which none of us could fully understand, the legislation 
which this Commission proposed for the implementation of universal military 
training was recommitted by the House of Representatives for further study, 
the intent clearly being that not only the House Armed Services Committee but 
also the Commission was to continue studies relating to this plan, reporting 
thereon to the next session of Congress. In fact, one of the leaders in the fight 
to recommit our legislation, Congressman Elston, of Ohio, openly stated in 
those debates that the Commission should restudy the plan and bring back another 
one to the next session of Congress. 

After this action was taken by the House, that body proceeded on April 8, 1952, 
to delete the entire appropriation for the Commission for fiscal year 1953 on the 
grounds that ‘the Commission has no further work to do.” 

This would appear to me to be in contradiction of the action taken to have a 
restudy of the legislation made. 

We have already been requested by the Honorable Carl Vinson, chairman of 
the House Committee on Armed Services, to carry forward our studies, rendering 
his staff full assistance in our common problem. 

As you well know, the sum of money requested by the Commission to carry out 
our vital studies on behalf of the Congress is exceedingly small for the value 
which will be received. You have but to refer to the Senate and House reports 
upon our legislation to see the enormous savings in our military-preparedness 
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program which will be effected in the event such a program of universal military 
training can be implemented at an early date. 

In this regard I wish to insert into the record at this point excerpts from 
each of these reports illustrating these possible savings. . 

As a Commission, we have steadfastly endeavored to become a model of effi- 
ciency and economy. Last year, we requested and received an appropriation of 
$185,000. At the close of this fiscal year, through these economies, we will be able 
to return to the Treasury approximately $30,000. As you are well aware, we 
could, as a Commission, have set up separate oflices for a general counsel, legis- 
lative counsel, personnel officer, administrative officer, the budget officer, the office 
of analysis, and so on and so forth ad infinitum. This we would not do, for we 
would prefer to have a few excellent people who can do all of these and be 
occupied full time than 20 being occupied a fraction of the time and manufacturing 
paper work the rest of the time. 

We have requested for the coming year only what we feel we absolutely need 
and not one cent more. ‘The sum requested is exceedingly small considering the 
amount of work which must be done, but we refused to use the device of request- 
ing from the Congress twice as much money as we need in the hope that we might 
get half of it. We requested exactly what we need. 

Our reqeust for this year is $75,000 less than last year. Our task is still great. 
Our staff will still be overworked, but we will carry on with efficiency and speed. 
If the full sum of $111,000 is not allowed, it means that more work must be put 
upon those few people who now man our staff and work not only 8 hours a day, 
but sometimes 12 and 16 hours a day. 

The amount we request is less than one-third the cost of a Navy fighter plane 
or medium tank, about one-thirty-fourth the cost of a superbomber, just about 
the cost of an amphibious duck, one jet engine, one locomotive, or one guided 
missile. Trained manpower is the Nation’s most precious resouree. It would 
seem to me that the development of a much-needed program of securing this much- 
needed manpower by this Commission is worth as much to national defense as 
any one of these items. 

If the appropriation request for the Commission is refused, it will, in effect, 
amount to a repeal of the only part of Public Law 51 which was fundamentally 
new legislation, namely, the approval of the principle of universal military train- 
ing and this without any direct action or debate on the matter by both Houses of 
Congress, before the Commission's legislative recommendations are fully consid- 
ered by the Congress and accepted or rejected. 

Our Commission has given a considerable amount of time and effort to the 
study of the problems submitted to us by the Congress when it set up this Com- 
mission. Under Mr. Wadsworth’s chairmanship, we have attempted to carry out 
the initial assignment in Public Law 51 and have followed the discussions in the 
Congress which have followed our first report. 

I gather that it is unlikely that the subject of universal military training will 
be actively discussed by Congress until the next session of Congress. It seems very 
likely, however, that the issue will again be a live one after that event. If this is 
the case, it would certainly be in the interests of efficient operation to hold our 
present small organization together when looking toward the preparation of a 
subsequent report to the Congress which can be built on the results of the study 
to date plus a eonsideration of the various issues which have come up in the 
congressional hearings. 

If the office staff has to be disbanded for lack of funds until next fall, it will 
obviously be difficult and time consuming to reassemble the staff and when this 
is done there will be an additional time consuming problem in getting the new 
organization into gear for productive work. 

In view of these facts, it would seem to be in the interest of prompt and effi- 
cient operation, in order to meet as effectively as possible the requirements of 
Public Law 51, to have the existing organization to continue at work on the prob- 
lem with the guidance of the Commission during this intervening period. Be- 
cause of this situation, I hope very much that your committee will act favorably 
upon the recommendation to reinstitute the appropriation which will permit con- 
tinuation of this effort. 
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ATracHMENT A. House CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES Report on H. R. 5904, 
PAGES 41 To 48 


HOW WILL UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAINING SAVE $13 BILLION ANNUALLY? 


At the outset of this report it was indicated that a fully implemented univer- 
sal military training program can eventually reduce our present annual expendi- 
tures for the maintenance of our Armed Forces by approximately $15 billion 
annually. 

The budget submitted by the Department of the Defense for fiscal 1953 for 
direct appropriations for the maintenance of our Armed Forces involves approxi- 
mately $52 billion. For this $52 billion we can support an armed force of 3,700,000 
men on active duty and likewise pay approximately 1 million reservists who are 
in inactive duty drill pay status. The vast majority of these reservists are veter- 
ans of either World War IT or Korea. 

Obviously all of this $52 billion is not for the maintenance of our Armed 
Forces alone since portions of it will be used for the projected build-up in our 
defense program. That is, portions of this money will be used for the moderniza- 
tion of antiaircraft guns, bombsights, aircraft, artillery pieces, ships, subma- 
rines, and other instruments of war. In addition, portions of this fund will be 
used for the procurement of additional aircraft for the Air Force and the Navy 
over and above present operating forces, the construction of additional ships, the 
construction of new major military installations here and abroad, and the estab- 
lishment of reserve war materials such as ammunition, fuel, parts, vehicles, and 
other necessary items. 

To maintain a man on active duty in the Armed Forces, however, after deduct- 
ing the funds necessary for modernization of equipment, procurement of new 
aircraft, construction of additional ships, and other unusual capital investments, 
costs approximately $11,000 per man per year. Thus, the direct cost of main- 
taining an armed force of 3,700,000 men, including the maintenance of a reserve 
of 1 million men in a drill-pay status, which is included in the $11,000 figure pre- 
viously mentioned, amounts to about $41 billion annually. 

At such time, however, as we have completed the modernization of present 
equipment, the construction of new installations, ships, and other major items, 
and have procured the additional aircraft believed necessary for our defense 
program, we could reduce our annual expenditures considerably over and above 
the sums expended for capital investments previously mentioned. Thus, after 
we have a fully implemented universal military training program in operation, 
we could reduce our Armed Forces to 2 million men on active duty because we 
could then have a Ready Reserve of 2% million men in a drill-pay status and we 
would have 800,000 men annually being trained under the universal military 
training program. A military establishment which would provide adequate 
defense based upon the foregoing will reduce our annual expenditures by approxi- 
mately $13 billion. 

How do we arrive at this figure? <A military establishment of 2 million 
men on active duty in the Armed Forces, excluding modernization and capital 
investments will cost on an average of $11,500 per man which will amount to 
approximately $238 billion annually. This does not includes the total cost of the 
expanded Ready Reserve although the cost of today’s smaller Organized Re- 
serve is included in the average cost of the Armed Forces per man. The addi- 
tional $500 amount, however, is brought about by the many recurring costs 
such as maintenance of a mobilization Reserve which are fixed and which in- 
crease the cost per man as the size of the Armed Forces is reduced. The addi- 
tional direct cost of maintaining a Ready Reserve of 244 million men over that 
contained in the $11,500-per-man cost, might well involve an additional $2%4 
billion per year which would provide for such expanded training, and moderniza- 
tion of equipment and expanded facilities. To train 800,000 young men under 
universal military training, including the cost of the trainers, would cost ap- 
proximately $2,400,000,000 per year, This brings the total to $27,900,000 an- 
nually. The total cost, therefore, of a defenese program based upon 2 million 
men on active duty, a Ready Reserve of 2% million men and 800,000 young 
men in training annually, including costs for keeping equipment and units of 
the Reserve up to date, would amount to approximately $28 billion annually. 
To avoid any charge of conservatism, these figures are liberal with respect to 
the cost of the Reserve and the cost of maintaining Reserve units in an up-to- 
date condition. Likewise, these costs do not reflect the use of any surplus 
material that might well be available for a long period of time. 





1386 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


Other more specific examples of savings which will be effected through 
universal military training can be illustrated by the following facts, which have 
been discussed previously in the report. 

Today with an Armed Force of 3,500,000 men, a great many of them recalled 
reservists with dependents, the total cost of dependency allowances exceeds 
$800,000,000 a year. If this standing force could be largely substituted for by 
a Reserve force these great charges for dependency allowances would be re- 
duced considerably and almost entirely eliminated. This is one example of 
savings which could be effected. 

If military personnel costs alone are considered, i.e., food, clothing, pay, and 
shelter, one man in service for 1 year costs the Government $2,100; while one 
man in the Ready Reserve for 1 year costs only $434, a saving of over $1,600 per 
year per man. 

If all costs of service are considered, including departmental overhead, equip 
ment, supplies, etc., one man in service for 1 year today costs the Government 
$11,000 while one man in the Ready Reserve for 1 year would cost at the very 
most $1,400, a saving of over $9,600 per year per man. 

Even in regard to the cost of training for the 6 months’ period, savings will 
be effected: 6 months’ training for one trainee for service costs the Govern- 
ment $3,200, while 6 months’ UMT training costs the Government $2,700, a saving 
of $500. 

The total savings from all sources in the long run would be at least 
$13.000,000,000 annually. And at the same time, these great savings can be 
brought about without impairing the adequency of our national security. 


ATTACHMENT B. SENATE COMMITTEE ON ARMED Services Report on 8S. 2441, 
Paces 16 To 17 


The cost of providing 6 months of basic military training to a young man in 
the National Security Training Corps is slightly less than the cost of providing 
a similar period of training to a member of the Armed Forces. This differential 
is quite easily identifiable because of the fact that the trainee receives only $30 
a month, whereas the individual serving in the lowest enlisted grade in the 
Armed Forces receives $75. The content of the training course given to each 
of these individuals is basically the same, except perhaps for the fifth and sixth 
months. In any event, it would be necessary to make these essential expendi- 
tures whether the individual entered the security forces of the Nation through 
channels presently in use or whether circumstances made it necessary that he 
enter -through universal military training, as a reservist. Hence, whatever 
financial results may eventuate from this program are not apparent during the 
time the trainee is actually in the corps, inasmuch as he does substantially 
nothing which is different from what is required of the individual enlisted 
member of the Armed Forces during a like period. 


FULL-TIME VERSUS PART-TIME 


The point in the matter is that the cost of maintaining a man on full-time 
active service in the Armed Forces is far greater than the cost of maintaining 
the same man in a reserve status. Voluminous statistics have been compiled 
which show this differential. They vary considerably in detail because no two 
start with the same assumptions as to exactly what items should be included 
in each basis of computation. But even though the actual totals may vary in 
detail, every estimate clearly supports a conclusion that is already so obvious 
that it needs no analysis—the conclusion that it costs far more to maintain a 
man full time than it does to maintain him part time. The estimates deduced 
by the Brooks subcommittee of the House Committee on Armed Services in this 
field are quite generally accepted as being accurate. They reflect an annual 
maintenance cost on a full-time basis as being about $3,200, with the reservist 
as only $434, including his inactive-duty refresher training. When it is realized 
that one single item, military personnel, in the 1953 budget is of a magnitude of 
$11 billion, it is apparent that the ratio of 3,200 to 434 is of major significance. 


SUMMARY 


To summarize, it is not particularily meaningful to attempt to say precisely 
what universal military training will “cost.” If no trainees are inducted into 
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the program, and if the reserve components are to continue simply as a pool of 
veterans who have already once seen service, UMT would quite evidently cost 
nothing. But the alternative, maintaining for years an active-duty force ‘in 
excess Of 3.6 million, will cost and is costing a staggering sum. This sum can 
Lhe materially reduced, and without a corresponding reduction in the degree of 
our military readiness, by increasing the size and competence of our nonveteran 
reserve. The committee believes that the decision of the Congress to seek to 
attain this objective through universal military training was‘a sound one; the 
committee also believes that it is impossible to attempt to compute the “cost” of 
an operation which itself makes it possible to achieve comparable security for 
less money. Finally, the committee believes that its requirement of a positive 
program for cutting back the size of the active forces removes the guesswork 
from the matter of whether UMT will cost money or whether it will save money. 


(ee 


MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF ‘TECHNOLOGY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE CORPORATION, 
May 19, 1952. 
Hon. JoserH C. O’MAHONEY, 
Military Appropriations Subcommitiee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR O’MAHONEY: As a member of the National Security Train- 
ing Commission please permit me to endorse the request for restoration of the 
item of $111,000 for use of the National Security Training Commission, as out- 
lined in the letter to you from Commissioner Raymond 8S. MeLain under date of 
April 30. 

My schedule for the next few weeks is such that I shall not be able to appear 
before your committee at the hearing which, I understand, is to be called and 
hence am submitting this brief statement by letter. 

General McLain has given a detailed statement which I need not try to dupli- 
cate. I would only emphasize this aspect of the problem. Our Commission 
has given a considerable amount of time and effort to the study of the problem 
submitted to us by the Congress when it set up this Commission. We have also 
assembled a small, but very competent staff. Under Mr. Wadsworth’s chair- 
manship, we have attempted to carry out the initial assignment in Public Law 
51 and have followed the discussions in the Congress which followed our first re- 
port. 

I gather that it is unlikely that the subject of universal military training will 
be actively discussed by Congress until after the coming election. It seems very 
likely, however, that the issue will again be a live one after that event. If this 
is the case, it would certainly be in the interests of efficient operation to hold our 
present small organization tegether when looking toward.the preparation of a 
subsequent report to the Congress which can be built on the results of the study 
to date plus a consideration of the various issues which have come up in the con- 
gressional hearings. ; 

If the office statf has to be disbanded for lack of funds until next fall, it will 
obviously be difficult and time consuming to reassemble the staff and when this is 
done there will be an additional time-consuming problem in getting the new 
organization into gear for productive work. 

In view of these facts, it would seem to be in the interest of prompt and efficient 
operation, in order to meet as effectively as possible the requirements of Pub- 
lic Law 51, to have the existing organization to continue at work on the prob- 
lem with the guidance of the Commission during this intervening period. Be- 
cause of this situation, I hope very much that your committee may be inclined to 
act favorably upon the recommendation to reinstitute the appropriation which 
will permit continuation of this effort. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Kar. T. Compton, Commissioner. 


STATEMENT oF W. L. CLaAyton, COMMISSIONER, NATIONAL Securtry TRAINING 
COMMISSION, CONCERNING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
OF THE COMMISSION FOR FISCAL 1953 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am deeply concerned at the 
action of the House of Representatives on April 8, 1952, deleting the entire appro- 
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priation for the National Security Training Commission for fiscal 1953 on the 
ground that “the Commission has ne further work to do.” 

, IL wish respectfully to call te the attention of the cemmittee the following 
pertinent facts relating to the werk of the National Security Training Com 
mission : 

Public Law 51, Eighty-secohd Congress, known as the Universal Military Train- 
ing and Service Act, approved the principle of UMT and permanently established 
the National Security Training Cemmission. 

Public Law 51 gave to the Commission the task of fermulating a program of 
universal military training by October 29, 1951. 

The Commission submitted its first report to the Congress on October.29, 1951, 

The House and Senate Committees on Armed Services held hearings upon this 
propesed legislation, both committees reporting the legislation favorably (the 
Senate committee by a unanimous vote). 

Due to a legislative tangle, this legislatien was recommitted by the House of 
Representatives for further study, the intent clearly being that not only the 
House Armed Services Committee but also the Commission was to continue 
studies relating to this plan, reporting thereon to the next session of Congress, 

In a letter dated April 24, 1952, the Honorable Carl Vinson, chairman of the 
House Committee on Armed Services, requested that the Commission conduct 
further studies in cooperation with his committee during fiscal 1953 regarding 
possible plans for a program of UMT and possible methods for the implementa 
tion of such a pregram at an early date with the view in mind of reducing the 
standing strength of the Armed Forces and the cost of national defense. 

The staffs of the two Armed Services Committees are so fully occupied with 
their varied business that no persons on either staff may fully devote their 
time to the problem of military manpower, training programs, and universal 
military training. The swam of money requested by the Commission to carry out 
these vital studies on behalf of both committees is exceedingly small for the 
value which will be received. 

During the first year of its existence under the leadership of Hon. James W. 
Wadsworth, former Senator and Congressman, I think it is fair to say that the 
record of the Commission has been a model of efficiency and economy. The 
Commission requested and received $185,000 for operation in fiscal 1952, of 
which approximately $30,000 will be unspent and will be returned to the Treasury 
at the end of the fiscal year. 

Further endeavoring to practice economy in government, the Commission with 

a task fully as great, if not greater, as in tjscal 1952, cut their budget request for 
fiscal year 1953 to $111,000, or $74,000 less than in the previous year. 
_ If the appropriation request for the Commission is refused it will, in effect, 
amount to a repeal of the only part of the Universal Military Training and 
Service Act of 1951 which was considered to be fundamentally new legislation, 
the only part of the act which clearly distinguished it from a routine extension 
of the selective service law—this without any direct action or debate upon the 
matter by both Houses of Congress—this before the Commission’s legislative 
recommendations are fully considered by both Houses of Congress and either 
accepted or rejected, 

I would like to emphasize the fact that the vote of the House of Representatives 
to recommit the universal military training bill was based upon the argument 
that the legislation needed further study. Furthermore, the House Committee 
on Armed Services has indicated that it desires to have the Commission's active 
and continuing assistance in a restudy of the universal military training matter 
during the coming fiscal year. This committee also expressed its desire that 
the Commission conduct exhaustive studies of the possible methods of imple- 
mentation of such a program of universal military training at the earliest possible 
date, with the view in mind of reducing the strength of the standing ferces with 
# consequent reduction in the personnel costs of adequate national defense. It 
should be quite apparent if the Commission is to make these studies and investi- 
gation, its request for $111,000 to cover salaries and expenses for fiscal 1953 
is extremely conservative. The task for the coming year will be an extremely 
heavy one for the small staff of the Commission, but with careful planning and 
economical operation the Commission believes that the task can be fulfilled. 

Uniess funds are appropriated to keep this Commission in operation, the 
Cemmission will, for all practical purposes, go out of existence on July 1, 1952, 
in contravention of the language of Public Law 51, Eighty-second Congress, which 
established this as a permanent Commission and which has not been repealed. 
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If this Commission goes out of business in this manner before our legislative 
recommendations. are fully considered by both Houses and either accepted or 
rejected, and if at a subsequent date such a program of universal military train- 
ing is enacted into law, the Government will have gone to a great expense to set 
up an agency, to liquidate it 1 year later and then to set up the agency again. 

If this is done, records must be stored, equipment seid, trained personnel re- 
leased—all at a loss. If subsequently, a few months from now, the program 
is adequately considered by both Houses and adopted, the loss in time, skill, and 
money becomes readily apparent. Once again quarters would have to be found, 
equipment purchased, skilled personnel located and hired—all at a great loss of 
time and money. In this regard, the lost time ean also be translated inte terms 
of money. 

In.closing, may I peint out that if Congress refuses to appropriate the modest 
amount requested by the Commission fer fiseal 1953, this action will, in effect, 
mean a repeal ef the heart of the Universal Military Training and Service Aet of- 
1951 without any direct action or debate upon the matter having been had by 
either the House or the Senate. 

I respectfully request that this committee carefully review this matter and 
take the necessary steps to restere the modest budget requested by the Com- 
mission for fiscal 1953. 


Senator McCLet.Lan. The letter of Commissioner McLain to Sen- 
ator O"Mahoney of April 30, 1952, may also be printed in the record, 
(The material referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Lr. GEN. RAYMOND S. McLAIN, COMMISSIONER 


o 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Publie Law 51, Bighty-seeond 
Congress, known as the Universal Military Training and Service Act, established 
as a permanent body the National Security Training Commission. Appointed to 
this body were Hon. James W. Wadsworth, Dr. Karl 'F. Compton, Hon. William 
L. Clayton, Admiral Thomas C. Kainkaid, and myself. 

The Commission ass¢mbled and discharged the primary objective for which 
it was created, the initial repert on the subject of universal military training. 
This did not terminate the existence of the Commssion, nor its responsibiltes. 

The Commission from the beginning set the principle of doing its work at the 
least possible expense to the Government. Its budget for next year, or until 
its responsibilities were completed was meager. 

By a parliamentary process the House cut the entire appropriations from 
the budget. 

This action cripples the work of the Commission, but more embarrassing 
to the Commission, it creates a feeling of uncertainty and doubt in the minds 
of the small staff of about six people necessary to carry en routine work of the 
Commission, and leaves the Commission in a state of uncertainty. 

The Chairman of the Commission is very ill) The Commission is embarrassed 
and its members humiliated. Since this Commission is created by Congress 
and its responsibilities not yet discharged, its meager budget should be restored 
or else the Commission should be abolished by appropriate. legislation. 

Public Law 51 contained three essential and fundamental provisions. First, 
it provided to continue and extend the draft to provide forces for the present 
emergency ; second, it provided for a Reserve of trained men; third, it provided 
for the submission of legislation to create a trained Reserve to supersede the 
“veterans” Reserve as soon as a plan could be found with more thorough study 
and deliberation. Unless this third task is completed and a trained Reserve 
provided, the veteran in his 6 years’ remaining obligation provided in Public 
Law 51 will continue to be liable for a second or third call in case of emergency. 
Congress will have broken faith with him, by not fulfilling im some form the 
third provision of Public Law 51. Some means of vitalizing the Reserve forces 
of this country is of fundamental necessity. The Commission has a continuing 
problem in this area as long as legislation is pending which is an outgrowth of 
their report to Congress. A small budget is essential to this work. 

From the standpoint of the integrity of the American legislative system, it, 
Would appear to me that if UMT is to be disearded and the Commission abolished, 
it should be done by a direct amendment to Public Law 51, not by action such as: 
was taken by the House, otherwise the Commission itself and its individual, 
members stand repudiated. We ask that this be done or our budget restored. 
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No legislative commission should be expected to operate on an in-and-out basis. 

I am sure that you gentlemen, much more than I, know the realties of 
the situation.. The realities are that within the next 6 or 8 months, we will «|| 
know whether or not a program of UMT will be implemented by the Congress. 
It would certainly be inefficient and uneconomical to abolish the Commission 
now, have us sell our equipment, bury our files, and send our staff to other 
agencies, only to be called back next January and be told to get busy on the 
program again. 

I have made a rough estimate of the additional expenses that would be incurred 

if that were done. Our initial equipment would cost something like $20,000 
Loyalty checks on our new staff would cost about $3,500. To train this staff 
and to get them into their jobs would take about 2 months and the salaries for 
those 2 months wonld. in effect, be unnecessary spending, in the amount of about 
$14,000. In addition to this would be our initial supplies, installation of tele- 
phones, and other items which would run from $3,000 to $5,000, In other words, 
a total of about $40,000 to $50,000 would be spent unnecessarily. 
_ On the other hand, if we continue to operate and the Congress does determine 
mext' January that thev do not desire to have either the Commission or 
UMT, we can he abolished at thet time and the cost of operation between 
June and January would be only about $50,000. 

It- would indeed be a waste not only of money but of that most precious of 
all commodities—time—if the Commission were to be disbanded for a period 
of time and then called back to start the job anew. 

The death of this Commission and of our plans for a fair and equitable pro- 
= of military training for all Americans would strike disappointment to 

the hearts of our veferan organizations and those who have worked so long 
and hard on this problem and expect an appropriate answer. No reserve pro- 
gram can ever be made effective until some solution is found. 

Since the day that our legislation was recommitted by the House, our Chair- 
man, Jim Wadsworth, has lain seriously ill here in Washington. If ever a man 
worked himself to death it was Jim Wadsworth. He had an extremely serious 
operation last September but returned to his work in,November and worked 
day and night, Saturdays and Sundays, until all hope was lost for the enact- 
ment of our law this session. House action in killing his budget has not helped 
his condition. 

I would like to conclude my statement by reading a brief excerpt from the 
last official letter which he wrote. It was a letter to Carl Vinson, dated March 
15, 1952, written from the hospital. 

“The other Commissioners and I were naturally very disappointed that the 
bill in its previous form was recommitted without the Congress having an 
opportunity to vote upon the many helpful amendments which your committee 
and others added to our bill. T want to emphasize the expression ‘our bill’ 
because it was originally prepared by the Commission, and not by any other 
executive branch of the Government. I stated in the hearings that I had never 
knéwn of any bill which could not be improved by congressional action and I 
feel that this was just as true of our legislation as of any other * * *, 

“For over 30 years I have been seeking to establish universal military train- 
ing. It is a lifetime of endeavor, in a cause that has been close to my heart. 
If this important program is enacted into law I would feel that my life work 
had been crowned with success. 

“The American people deserve this assurance of permanent security * * * 
time will not wait on us.” 





NATIONAL Securtry TRAINING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., April 80, 1952. 
Hon. Josern C. O’MAFONEY, 
Chairman, Military Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Dear Senator O’Manoney: The National Security Training Commission 
wishes to take this opportunity to appeal for restoration of funds requested by 
this Commission for salaries and expenses during the fiscal year 1953, said funds 
having been refused by the other body. 

‘In this regard, we wish to request the following changes in the appropriation 
language of H. R. 7391 as reported to the House of Representatives, April 3, 1952, 
by Mr. Mahon, from the Committee on Appropriations : 
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Page 3, line 6, immediately following the words ‘per diem” insert the words 
“and contracts with temporary or part-time employees may be renewed annually.” 

Page 8, line 13, delete the figure “$75,000” and insert the figure “$111,000.” 

Public Law 51, Bighty-second Congress, which established the National Security 
Training Commission, reads as follows: 

Section 4 (kK) (3): “There is hereby established a National Security Training 
Commission (herein called the Commission), which shail be composed of five 
members, three of whom shall be civilians and two of whom shall be active or 
retired members of the Regular components of any of the Armed Forces. Of 
the three civilian members, not more than two shail be of the same political party. 
Members of the Commission shall be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, from among persons of outstanding national 
reputation. The President shall select the Chairman of the Commission from 
among its civilian members. No person who has been on active duty as a com- 
missioned officer in a Regular component of the Armed Forces shall be eligible 
for appointment as a civilian member of the Commission. The Commission shall 
have a seal which shall be judicially noted. At such time as the Commission 
shall be appointed, in accordance with this paragraph, there shall be established 
a National Security Training Corps.” 

Under this legislation, two tasks were assigned to the Commission. By 
section 4 (k) 7, it was provided that— 

“Not later than 4 months following confirmation of the members of the 
Commission, the Commission shall submit to the Congress legislative recom- 
mendations which shall include, but not be limited to— 

“(A) a broad outline for a program deemed by the Commission and approved 
by the Secretary of Defense to be appropriate to assure that the training carried 
out under the provisions of this act shall be of a military nature, but nothing 
contained in this paragraph shall be construed to grant to the Commission 
the authority to prescribe the basic type or types of military training to be 
given members of the National Security Training Corps; 

“(B) measures for the personal safety, health, welfare, and morals of 
members of the National Security Training Corps; 

“(C) a code of conduct, together with penalties for violation thereof; 

“(D) measures deemed necessary to implement the policies and standards 
established under the provisions of paragraph (5) of this subsection; and 

“(E) disability and death benefits and other benefits, and the obligations, 
duties, liabilities, and responsibilities, to be granted to or imposed upon mem- 
bers of the National Security Training Corps. 

“All legislative recommendations submitted under this paragraph shall be 
referred to the Committees on Armed Services of the two Houses, and each 
of such committees shall, not later than the expiration of the first period of 
forty-five calendar days of continuous sessions of the Congress, following the 
date on which the recommendations provided for in this paragraph are trans- 
mitted to the Congress, report thereon to its House * * *,” 

The second task this legislation assigned to the Commission was provided 
for in section 4 (k) 5, as follows: 

“The Commission shall, subject to the direction of the President, exercise 
general supervision over the training of the National Security Training Corps, 
which training shall be basie military training. ‘The Commission shall establish 
such policies and standards with respect to the conduct of the training of mem- 
bers of the National Security Training Corps as are necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this act. The Commission shall make adequate provisions for the 
moral and spiritual welfare of members of the National Security Training Corps. 
The Secretary of Defense shall designate the military departments to carry 
out such military training in accordance with the policies and standards of 
the Commission. The military department or departments so designated to 
carry out such military training shall, subject to the approval of the Secretary 
of Defense, and subject to the policies and standards established by the Com- 
mission, determine the type or types of basic military training to be given to 
members of the National Security Training Corps.” 

The Commission complied with the first task laid down by Public Law 51, 
Righty-second Congress, when in October 1951 it submitted to the Congress its 
first report. Hearings upon this report were conducted by the House and Senate 
Committees on Armed Services and the legislation was reported favorably by 
both committees. However, on March 4, 1952, the House of Representatives 
vated to recommit this legislation for further study. The Senate has not yet 
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acted upon the legislation reported by the Senate Committee on Armed Services. 

On April 8, 1952, the House of Representatives voted to strike the appropria- 
tions for this Commission. The argument supporting this action~te:strike the 
appropriation was that the Commission had submitted its report to the Congress 
and, therefore, had no further work to do. 

The fact is that the Commission’s task for the coming year will be even greater 
than had the bill passed due to the fact that it will be necessary for the Com- 
mission to conduct further studies under section 4 (k) 7 of Public Law 51, in 
regard to the broad outline for a program of universal military training, the 
operation of a uniform code of military justice, and all other matters provided 
for in Public Law 51. It will be recalled that the House vote to recommit was 
based upon the argument that the legislation needed further study. The House 
Committee on Armed Services has indicated, as per the attached letter, that it 
desires to have the Commission’s active and continuing assistance in a restudy 
of this matter during the coming fiscal year. This committee also expressed 
the desire that the Commission conduct exhaustive studies of the possible 
methods of the implementation of such a program of universal military train- 
ing at the earliest possible date, with the view in mind of reducing the strength 
of the standing forces with a consequent reduction in the personnel costs of 
adequate national defense. In connection with the above, the Commission has 
been requested, in cooperation with the Secretary of Defense and the training 
agencies, to conduct a study of training facilities, training techniques, and 
training methods now being utilized by the various Armed Forces offering sug- 
gestions as to possible methods of improvement once a program of universal 
military training is established. 

After a survey of the above matters, it becomes apparent that the budget 
request of this Commission for $111,000 is extremely conservative. The task 
for the coming year will be tremendous for the small staff which we have pro- 
vided for, but with economical operation we believe the task can be fulfilled. 

Unless funds are appropriated to keep this Commission in operation, the 
Commission will, for all practical purposes, go out of existence on July 1, 1952, 
in contravention of the language of Public Law 51, Eighty-second Congress, which 
established this as a permanent Commission and which has not been repealed. If 
this Commission goes out of business in this manner before our legislative 
recommendations are fully considered by both Houses and either accepted or 
rejected, and if at a subsequent date such a program of universal military train- 
ing is enacted into law, the Government will have gone to a great expense to set 
up an agency, to liquidate it 1 year later and then to set up the agency again. 

If this is done, records must be stored, equipment sold, trained personnel 
released—all at a loss. If subsequently, a few months from now, the program 
is adequately considered by both Houses and adopted, the loss in time, skill, and 
money comes readily apparent. Onee again quarters would have to be found, 
equipment purchased, skilled personnel located and hired—all at a great loss of 
time and money. In this regard, the lost time can also be translated into terms 
of money. 

Inasmuch as this Commission was established under Public Law 51, Eighty- 
second Congress, the actual passage of the National Security Training Corps Act 
is not necessary to the functions of this Commission, the present functions being 
studies of proposed legislation and the conducting of necessary studies prior to 
the activation of the Corps. 

Information concerning this Commission’s anticipated activities and budget 
requests are as follows: 

THE PROGRAM 


The Commission and the staff will continue to provide information and assist- 
ance to the Armed Services Committees in their deliberations on legislation to 
give effect to the Commission’s recommendations. Budget estimates of this Com- 
mission provide for the continuation of an extremely small staff to assist the 
Commission in the completion of several necessary studies and detailed plans 
for the activation of a universal military training program at such time as the 
President or the Congress directs the initiation of the training program. 


DETAIL OF REQUIREMENTS 


A. Personal services, $82,200 
This estimate provides for the continuation of a permanent professional staff 
of three men (executive director, deputy executive director, and research 
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assistant). In addition, provision is made for a small staff to serve the five 
Commissioners and the three professional staff members. Certain routine house- 
keeping services will continue to be furnished to the Commission by the National 
Security Resources Board. Such an arrangement is more economical than if the 
Commission hired its own specialists for this work. 

Some of the tasks in which the Commissioners and their professional staff will 
be engaged during the interim period before the universal military training pro- 
gram begins are as follows: 

1. A detailed, continuing study of inspection systems and methods. 

2. Inspection forms, check sheets, and instruction pamphlets for inspectors will 
be developed. 

. Development of criteria for selection of best qualified inspectional staff. 
. Methods to improve the troop information and education program. 

5. Methods for improving the Armed Forces character-guidance program. 

. A continuing study of the operation of the Uniform Code of Military Justice. 
. Restudy of the proposed universal military training program. 
B. Miseellaneous other objects, $28,800 

These expenses for the Commission are related to the total personnel strength 
required during the period covered by this estimate. Except for the travel of the 
Commissioners to attend Commission meetings and continued. payment of rent 
for office space (no free space yet available), it will be observed that other 
objects have been severely curtailed in 1953 as contrasted with fiscal 1952 costs. 
Only the most rigorous economy measures can make it possible to live within 
the reduced estimates for these other objects. The Commission intends to 
exert every possible effort to conduct its official business at the lowest possible 
cost to the taxpayer. 

In regard to the all-important question of the realization of economy in Gov- 
ernment service, we would like to point out that in fiscal year 1952 the Commis- 
sion requested and was given an appropriation of $185,000, but through close 
study and the execution of stringent economy measures we have been able 
to bring the budget for 1953 down to $111,000, $74,000 less than fiscal year 1952, 
which we feel is the minimum amount necessary for our continued operation 
during fiscal year 1953. 

Additionally it is estimated at the present that we will be able to return to 
the Treasury approximately $20,000 from our appropriations for 1952 

Finally we would like to point out that unless funds are received for the 
operation of this Commission during fiseal year 1953 it will, in effect, mean a 
repeal of the heart of the Universal Military Training and Service Act of 1951 
without any direct action or debate upon the matter by both Houses of Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
RayMOND S. McLatn, 
Commissioner. 


—_—_—_ 


HOusE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1952. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Under Public Law 51, which established the National 
Security Training Commission, two tasks were assigned to the Commission. 

First, it was provided that not later than 4 months following the confirmation 
of the members of the Commission, the Commission should submit to the Congress 
legislative recommendations which would include— 

1. A broad outline for a program deemed by the Commission to be appropriate 
to assure that universal military training, carried out under the provisions of 
Public Law 51, would be of a military nature. 

2. Measures for the personal safety, health, welfare, and morals of members 
of the corps. 

3. A code of conduct. 

4, Measures deemed necessary to implement the policies and iiidante estab- 
lished by the Commision for the conduct of training in the corps. 

5. Disability and death benefits and othef benefits and the obligations, duties, 
liabilities, and responsibilities granted to or imposed upon members of the corps. 

The second task which this legislation imposed on the Commission was that of 
exercising general supervision over the training of the corps and of establishing 
such policies and standards with respect to the conduct of training as is necessary 
te earry out the purposes of the act. 


94846—52- 88 
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Hon. James W. WApSworTsH, 
Chairman, National Security Training Commission. 


The Commission has complied admirably with the first task, but since the House 
has seen fit to recommit the proposed legislation for further study, I sincerely 
hope that the Commission will conduct further studies regarding the broad outline 
of a program for universal military training, the operation of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice, and all other matters originally provided for in Public Law 
51 in fiscal year 1953. 

I also hope that the Commission will conduct exhaustive studies of the possible 
methods of the implementation of such a program of universal military training 
at an early date with the view in mind of reducing the standing strength of the 
Armed Forces. 

In connection with the above, I hope that your Commission, in cooperation with 
the Secretary of Defense and the training agencies, will conduct a study of train 
ing facilities, training techniques, and training methods now being utilized by 
the various armed forces and offer suggestions as to methods of improving the 
present training facilities and methods once universal military training is 
established. 

While no firm decision has yet been reached with reference to the future course 
of action on universal military training, I think I can say with certainty that 
the committee desires the Commission’s active and continuous assistance in 
further studies of this vital legislation. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
Cart VINSON, Chairman. 


NATIONAL SecUrITY TRAINING COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1952. 
The Honorable JosePpH C. O’MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Military Appropriations Subcommittee. 


Dear SENATOR O’MAanoNEY: Reference is made to Commissioner McLain’s 
letter to you dated April 30, 1952, in which the National Security Training 
Commission requested restoration funds for fiscal year 1953. 

It has been called to our attention that in addition to the changes in the 
appropriation language of H. R. 7391, as reported to the House of Representa 
tives April 3,.1952, by Mr. Mahon from the Committee on Appropriations, we 
wish to request restoration of the entire language of the bill pertaining to the 
National Security Training Commission which appears on page 3, from line 1 
through line 13. 


“NATIONAL SecURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


“For necessary expenses of the National Security Training Commission, in- 
cluding services as authorized by section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5 
U. S. ©. 55a) at rates for individuals not in excess of $50 per diem; reimburse- 
ment of the General Services Administration for security guard services; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; expenses of attendance at meetings concerned with 
the purposes of this appropriation: rental of office space in the District of Co- 
lumbia; and purchase and installation of air-conditioning equipment without 
regard to the provisions of the act of October 26, 1942; as amended (40 U. S. C. 
317) ; $75,000.” 

We should also like to request as indicated in Commissioner McLain’s letter 
that the above language be amended as follows: 

Page 8, line 6, immediately following the words “per diem” insert the words 
“and contracts with temporary or part-time employees may be renewed annually.” 

Page 3, line 13, delete the figure “$75,000.00” and insert the figure “$111,000.00”. 

Sincerely, 
Enear G. SHetton, Jr., Acting Brecutive Director. 


LIQUIDATION COSTS 


General McLain. There are two other things I would like to sug- 
gest, Mr. Chairman. One is that if the appropriation is not passed 
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before the end of the fiscal year, if we could be included in the con- 
tinuing resolution which is usually made-for all operating agencies. 

Senator McCietiany My recollection is that the continuing res- 
olution never excludes anything. They just continue it on the basis 
of the previous appropriation. 

So I do not think they would single you out and exclude you. 

General McLain. The other thing is that if the xppropriation is 
not going to be made, we would like to ask for liquidation funds in 
order to liquidate and store our things and terminate our leases and 
other matters, 

Senator McCietuan. Do you have any idea how much it will 
require to do that? 

{r. SHeiron. I would say $20,000 to $30,000 and 60 to 90 days. 
It probably would not take that much money, but it would be a good 
idea to have it if necessary. 

General McLarty. Thirty thousand dollars would be the amount 
we have to liquidate the things, because we have the files, we have 
telephones, we have other things, we have outstanding obligations. 

Senator McCuetxan. The $30,000, or $40,000 you do not speiid out 
of the last appropriation reverts to the Treasury at the end of the 
fiscal year, you would not have that available to you unless it was 
made available to you by the Congress? 

General McLarn. That is right. 


CONTINUATION OF UMT STUDIES 


Admiral Kinkxaip. May I say one word on the difference between 
the $75,000 and the $111,000? 

Now, the Commission itself knows a great deal more about the 
universal military training legislation than when it was first or- 
ganized because of the hearings on the Hill. Now we have a further 
idea of what is desired by Congress, by the individual Members of 
Congress, what is liked and what is opposed by various organizations 
throughout the country. 

I think it is very necessary that we continue that study in a care- 
ful and thorough way so that when the time does come—and I am 
convinced it will—when the matter will again be before the Armed 
Services Committee and before the Congress, that we will then have 
revised legislation or the first draft of legislation revamped which 
will probably meet the wishes of Congress to a much greater extent 
than it did before. 

I think we need one or two men to assist the executive director in 
going into the details of this thing and straightening it out. 

General McLarn. That would be included if we got the $111,000. 

Senator McCretian. Your $111,000 would take care of what addi- 
tional work you contemplate doing? 

General McLain, There are several groups coming in and wanting 
information, wanting to know if the Commission will stand for this 
and that and so forth. They are all thinking about the thing. 

It is really giving us plenty of work to do. 

Senator McCietian. All right, gentlemen, thank you very much. 

Admiral Kinxaip. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 








1396 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


STATEMENT OF MILES KENNEDY, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, THE 
AMERICAN LEGION 


SUPPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 


; Deantor McCietian. Mr. Kennedy, will you come around, please, 
sir ! 

You may procecd. I see you have a short statement. 

Mr. Kennepy. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCLetian. Do you want to place the statement in the rec- 
ord, and then make some comments on it, or do you prefer to read it ? 

Mr. Kennepy. My name is Miles Kennedy. I am legistative direc- 
tor of the American Legion. 

I have a short statement which, m the interest of saving time, I 
would like to have placed in the record. I would like to call attention 
to the fact that this statement is made by Mr. Martim B. Buckner, who 
is director of our national security commission. I do not think there 
is any use of my reading it. 

Senator McCietxian. It may be placed in the record. 

Mr. Kennepy. Thank you. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN B. BuCKNER, Direetor, NATIONAL SecurIry CoMMISSION, 
THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, on behalf of the national 
organization of the American Legion, may I express to you our thanks and 
appreciation for permitting us to be heard in connection with H. R. 7391, insofar 
as same relates to the appropriations for the National Security Training Com- 
mission. As you know, this proposed appropriation was entirely eliminated by 
the House when it passed H. R. 7391. 

The American Legion urges the appropriation of adequate funds to permit the 
National Security Training Commission to continue studies relative to the prep- 
aration of an acceptable plan for the implementation of universal military train- 
ing. This request is consistent with the intent and spirit of Public Law 51, of 
the Eighty-second Congress. This law reflected the will of the American people in 
accepting the principle of universal military training. This law further re- 
flected the will of the people in providing for the appointment of the National 
Security Training Commission. 

It is our considered opinion that the killing of this important Commission by 
the failure te appropriate to it the necessary operating funds is neither im the 
best interest of our national security, nor is it in the best interest of our national 
economy. 

Universal military training will enable us to effect a reduction in our standing 
Armed Forces. This reduction in Regular forces will result in lower defense 
expenditures. This is the type of economy that is realistic and substantial. 
This is planned economy that will continue to save us millions of dollars 
throughout the years. 

The simple fact that the Congress did not aceept the first UMT plan offered by 
the National Security Training Commission is no argument for the elimination 
of funds for that Commission. Any acceptable plan for UMT must be a com- 
prehensive one based on study, compromise, and more study. The basic philos- 
ophy of UMT, which has already been accepted by America, brings about for the 
first time in American history an equality of obligation on the part of all young 
male citizens for the common defense. 

We have reached that point where, as a leader of nations and the principal 
guarantor of world peace, we must maintain a military posture of far greater 
magnitude than we have been accustomed to. To meet that responsibility and 
still live within our financial means our citizen forces must be expanded. No 
more logical plan to accomplish this need has been offered than the principle 
of UMT. To translate that principle into a workable plan, acceptable to all 
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our people, is the job of the National Security Training Commission along with 
appropriate congressional action. 

it is with a view to the future—to the long-range strength with economy— 
through universal military training in being, that the American Legion urges 
the restoration of adequate funds for the operation of the National Security 
Training Commission in the Depattment of Defense appropriation bill for 1953, 
as approved by the Bureau of the Budget, in the sum of $111,000. 


SUPPORT OF UMT PROGRAM 


Mr. Kennepy. The gist of it is that the American Legion supports 
the application of the National Security Training Commission for 
this budget allowance of $111,000. 

Now, I heard what Admiral Kinkaid and General McLain and Mr. 
Shelton have just said. While { endorse everything they did say, 
there was one item in particular that General McLain raised, and 
that was about the reserves. 

We feel, Mr. Chairman, that the only way this problem is ever 
going to be straightened out is by endorsement and actual enactment 
of universal military training. 

As the general said, under Public Law 51, these men who went 
into the services are obligated for a total of 8 years—2 years’ active 
service for most of them, and 6 years in the Reserve. 


WORLD WAR IL VETERANS RECALLED 


Anyway, it is a total of eight. Their Reserve commitments are 
the difference between what they put in on actual service and 8 years. 
We have had hundreds and hundreds of complaints, Mr. Chairman, 


from men who were veterans of World War IL who were called back 
after June 27, 1950, due to the fact they were members of the Reserve. 
Some of them, of course, joined the Reserve volunt‘rily when they 
came out of the service. Others, like those in the Navy, had to join 
the Reserve whether they wanted to or not. 

Now, their main complaint is this: Are we going to be called out 
againé I am now talking about men who went into the service the 
first time since June 27, 1950. They are obligated for a total of 
8 years. Now they come back after serving their 2 years of active 
duty and they have a total of 6 years Reserve. 

Senator McCrietnan. They are not complaining about that obli- 
gation ¢ 

Mr. Kennepy. No, sir. They are complaining about the fact that 
they might be subject again during that 8-year period to active 
duty while, according to statisties furnished us by General Hershey’s 
oflice, for every six boys registered under selective service, only one 
is actually called, a ratio of 6 to 1, while some of these boys who 
have gone in service since June 27, 1950, may unfortunately have to 
go in again sometime in the future. 

Senator McCietian. That would be because they have the training; 
they are nearer ready to fight, and we probably could not wait until 
they called in a new class of selective-service people who are untrained. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is right. But their complaint is, here I have 
been called out twice if those contingencies do occur, while the other 
five boys in the same neighborhood have not done a single day’s service 
one way or the other. 
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We appreciate the fact that when the country needs men in an emer- 
gency we need them promptly. We feel that universal military train- 
ing is the only way you are ever going to have that reserve without 

calling on these men twice during the 8-year period as happened to 
veterans of World War IT. 

We cannot too strongly endorse this bill. 

As the general has said, we, too, have had hundreds and hundreds 
of inquiries ever since the House voted to recommit the bill, which 
was last spring. I have talked to many Members of the House about 
their vote. I know that many of them who voted as they did to re- 
commit did so solely because they got so balled up, if I may use that 
expression, so confused in the parliamentary proceedings that, went 
on that afternoon, they did not know just what they were voting on. 

Many of them, when they talked off the record, admitted they did 
not know what they voted on at the time. 

I also know there are many of those men, including two who intro- 
duced universal military training bills for the Legion, who voted to 
recommit for the simple reason when they got down to voting on the 
motion to recommit the bill, the bill they were actually interested in 
was not then before them. 

Senator McCretian, A different bill entirely ? 

Mr. Kennepy. That is right, sir. 

I do know that we are not going to give up our interest in this thing. 
We have been pushing it for 30 years and will continue to do so. 

On behalf of the American Legion I endorse the application for 
the money. 

Senator McCietian. Thank you very muck, Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Kennepy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF RUFUS H. WILSON, NATIONAL SERVICE DIRECTOR 
OF AMVETS 


SUPPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 


Senator McCiettan. Mr. Rufus Wilson. 

You have a prepared statement, Mr. Wilson. Do you wish to have 
this inserted in the record ? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, sir; if I may make a 2-minute comment on it. 

Senator McCre.xan. It will be placed in the record at this point, 
and you may make your comments on it. 

Mr. Wuson. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Rurus H. WILSON, NATIONAL Service Director or AMVETS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, AMVETS appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to submit a statement requesting restoration of the appropriation for 
the National Security Training Commission for fiscal year 1953. 

Our organization has previously made known its 6-year stand in support of 
universal military training. Our position has<been reennnciated bv national 
executive committee action on two occasions since our national convention which 
was held last September. In addition, our position is constantly being reiterated 
by department conventions as they meet in annual session. 

We were very alarmed by the attitude taken by the House of Representatives 
when it failed to include in the annual military appropriation funds for salaries 
and expenses for the National Security Training Commission for the forth- 
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coming year. By this action the House nullified both the intent and spirit of 
Publie Law 51 of the Kighty-second Congress, the Military Service and Training 
Act of 1951. 

AMVETS feel that even though the House has recommitted universal military 
training for this year, that they have not even remotely repealed Public Law 51 
which set up the National Security Training Commission. Quite to the con- 
trary, it was indicated during the debate, prior to recommittal, that the members 
of the House felt that UMT should receive more study. Naturally the logical 
Government agency to make such further study would be the Security Training 
Commission. However, the action of the House in deleting funds to operate this 
agency makes this congressional mandate impossible. 

The Commission has requested funds of $110,000 for the next fiscal year. It 
appears to us that this figure is extremely conservative when it is considered 
that this agency has before it the monumental task of making intensive studies 
looking toward a long-range reduction in our standing Army and when it is 
further considered that it has the task of assisting Congress and the Department 
of Defense in setting up and maintaining adequate plans for national defense. 

AMVETS desire to bring to the attention of the Congress the fundamental 
fact that if the House action on H. R. 7391, the Appropriation Act for the mili- 
tary services, is allowed to stand, it will for all practical purposes mean that 
the heart of Public Law 51 has been removed. It will mean that the Congress, 
legislating through appropriation, has without proper committee consideration 
and full and free debate on the floor of the House and the Senate, reduced to a 
nullity the effort and long-range planning that has thus far taken place on 
universal military training. 

Because of the factors mentioned herein, AMVETS respectfully request that 
the Senate restore the sum of $110,000 in H. R. 7391 for the purpose of main- 
taining the functions and necessary activities of the National Security Training 
Commission for fiscal year 1953. 


FURTHER STUDY OF UMT PROGRAM 


Senator McCrieixian. Proceed. 

Mr. Witson. We appreciate the opportunity to offer our comments 
on this appropriation bill. 

It seems to us that rather than wiping out the National Security 
Training Commission, that the intent of the House of Representa- 
tives, as expressed vy the recommital of the universal military training 
bill, indicates that they desired more study on the subject. 

Senator McCueiian. It is the same House that refused to appro- 
priate money for this study. 

Mr. Witson. If I might say, sir, I see a great deal of inconsist- 
ency there. 

Senator McCreiian. It indicates to me, if they really had had in 
mind that the study should be continued, they would have appro- 
priated the necessary money. 

Mr. Wuson. I sat in the gallery the day the universal military 
training bill came up, and I am convinced that, by the time the final 
vote came to recommit, there was confusion reigning supreme. 

Senator McCietian. I can appreciate that, but the same House 
came along and said, “No; we will not give you any money for it.” 

Mr. Witson. I realize that. If the Senate went along on reducing 
this appropriation to nothing, even in view of the fact that the Senate 
Armed Services Committee has unanimously reported the universal 
military training bill, although they have taken no action on it, that, 
too. would be inconsistent. 

We feel when the same people have had to be called to war twice 
in one generation and are liable to be called again while other indi- 
viduals stayed home with no service, that there has to be a training 
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bill passed. It seems to us that the Congress has to get around to 
that philosophy and it seems to us that the people of the United 
States have to arrive at that conclusion. 

One out of six in selective service is all that goes into service. That 
certainly is not equality of sacrifice. Selective service is just what 
it says, it is selective. Universal military training is what it says; 
it is universal. 

Until we can spread our obligation to our country around all the 
people, it seems to us there is inequality present. 

For that reason we hope that the Senate will restore this amount of 
money and we hope that the entire Congress will go along with it. 

Senator McCietian. Thank you very much, Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wutson. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. WILSON, VICE CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
SECURITY COMMITTEE 


SUPPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 


Senator McCietian. Mr. John H. Wilson. 

Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Wiurson. I would like to submit that telegram, if it is in order, 
for the record. 

Senator McCre..an. The telegram is undated. It appears to be a 
telegram from John H. Wilson to Senator O’Mahoney, chairman of 
this committee, and that telegram may be placed in the record. 

Mr. Witson. May I read that, sir? 


I would like to make a personal appeal on Friday before your committee for 
the restoration of funds required by the National Security Training Commission 
for staff salaries and expenses for the fiscal year 1953. While I am vice chairman 
of the National Security Committee and have been for the past several years, I 
would like to appear before your committee in this instance as an American 
citizen. I will bring with me 75 letters requesting factual data on UMT pre- 
pared by the National Security Training Commission. These letters are from 
presidents, deans, and other officials of our American colleges and universities 
who seek a better understanding of UMT. I will also bring requests from the 
several armies for the same material. The factual data on UMT prepared by 
the Commission should be in the hands of keymen in all the universities and col- 
leges of the country in order to promote a better understanding of the subject. 
The same information should be made available to all the high schools and 
public libraries throughout the Nation, in order that a better understanding of 
this all-important subject may be made available to the parents of the boys, so 
that they may become well informed. Gentlemen, the Commission should con- 
tinue its studies and make available to the American public their findings as they 
continue to improve on the universal military training program, which has al- 
ready been Classified as one of the several elements necessary to the security of 
the American home. I will come to Washington and be on hand should you call 
upon me. 

JoHN H. WILsoN. 


DEMAND FOR PUBLICATIONS AND INFORMATION ON UMT PROGRAM 


I brought copies of those 75 letters from the presidents and deans 
of our colleges and universities. There is terrific interest. I talked 
to a number personally. They have little or no information pertain- 
ing to the universal military training program as set forth in the 
Foundation of Strength in the first report to the Congress. They 
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have practically no information set forth in the condensed version 
of the Price of Liberty. 

We literally have in the office in New York many hundreds of re- 
quests for that material. There is no place we can get them. 

The United States Government Printing Office has very few avail- 
able. They have I think 1,300 of that condensed version of Price of 
Liberty is all that has been ordered and less than 5,000 of the Founda- 
tion of Strength. 

Now it seems to me that they were fundamental basic documents. 
I do not see that we could have expected anything more than some- 
thing for somebody to shoot at, which they did. 

I think it is a most commendable work. 

I would like to ask that copies of these letters requesting this ma- 
terial be made a part of the record. 

Senator McCietian. As acting chairman, I will permit them for 
the present to be filed with the committee, subject to the discretion 
of Chairman O’Mahoney as to whether they will be made a part of 
the record. 

We do not want to unduly encumber this record now. He is :prob- 
ably more familiar than I am as to what the letters contain, or, at 
least, it will give him an opportunity to have them examined and 
he can make the decision as to whether they shall be printed in the 
record. 

Mr. Wirson. Very good, sir. 

(The material referred to was filed with the committee.) 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD WEITZER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE DI- 
RECTOR, JEWISH WAR VETERANS OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


SUPPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 


Senator McCietian. Mr. Weitzer, come around, please. 

Mr. Werrzer. I am Bernard Weitzer, national legislative director 
of the Jewish War Veterans of the United States of America. 

I wrote a letter to the chairman and all the members of the com- 
mittee, which I would like to have placed in the record. 

Senator McCieiian. It may be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


JEWISH WAR VETERANS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Washington 10, D. C., June 13, 1952. 
Hon. Josepn C, O’MAHONEY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR O’MAHONEY: As you probably know, our organization has sup- 
ported the UMT program for more than 30 years. I have, personally, testified 
in behalf of such a program, repeatedly. It is, therefore, a great disappointment 
and cause of concern to our organization that the House failed to approve any 
appropriations for the operation of the National Security Training Commission 
in fiscal year 1953. We earnestly hope and urge that the Senate Appropriations 
Committee will correct this grievous situation by approving the budget request of 
$111,000 for fiscal year 1953 which is $74,000 less than the appropriation for fiscal 
year 1952 and some $44,000 less than the Commission actually used in fiscal year 
1952. 

Your committee is rightly concerned with economy. What greater economy 
can there be than to assure an adequate defense at a minimum cost in lives and 
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in dollars? To achieve that objective was the purpose of Public Law 51 in 
establishing the National Security Training Commission. Each member of the 
Commission is highly respected and thoroughly competent. The Commission's 
report and the low cost of the Commission’s operation is an illustrious example 
of a job well done. 

It is most unfortunate that a parliamentary tangle in the House caused the 
recommittal of the UMT bill for “further study.” Surely such a study would in- 
clude the consideration by and the advice of the National Security Training Com 
mission which Public Law 51 clearly intended as a permanent Commission to 
earry out the tasks entrusted to it. It certainly was not expected that without 
a full debate and vote on the merits, that the intent of Public Law 51 would 
be repealed. 

We earnestly feel that until a UMT program is instituted, permanent, adequate 
defense and a fair assignment of responsibility, therefor, cannot be assured. 
The National Security Training Commission is essential to that achievement 
We look to you and your committee to see to it that the Senate approves the 
needed appropriations and stands firmly for it in the conferences between 
the Senate and the House on the appropriations bill. 

With all good wishes, 

Cordially yours, 
BERNARD WETITZER, 
National Legislative Director. 


FURTHER STUDY OF UMT PROGRAM 


Mr. Werrzer. I would like to say, in addition to what I wrote in 
this letter, that it seems to me we have here one of the most important 
problems that we face in connection with adequate defense of our 
country. 

The other representative, Mr. Kennedy, spoke in behalf of the 
American Legion. Our organization, too, has been fighting for uni- 
versal military training. 

I think this is one of the biggest problems we face in this country 
today because we have had the illustration during this Korea scrap 
of the fact that men who had fully done their service during World 
War IT have been by the hundreds of thousands called back into serv- 
ice again because we did not have a trained reserve of nonveterans 
which universal military training would provide. 

Now, in regard to what the House did on this appropriation I want 
to call your attention to the fact that I was in the gallery at the time 
and I think you probably know something about how appropriation 
bills go through and do not go through on the floor of the House. 
There were jess than a hundred Members on the floor of the House 
when this came up. 

In the great rush for economy, which seems to be going on today, 
the thing was wiped out, although the Appropriations Committee had 
recommended something less than the National Security Training 
Commission had requested. 

Now that same House, according to newspaper reports, has spent 
something like $314 million this year on various types of investigations 
and have - recently made an appropriation for determining how high 
the women ought to wear their nec’<line on television and phono- 
graphic and a variety of other things, some of which are certainly 
important, but none of them is any more important than to determine 
how we can conserve the manpower of this country, which is the ob- 
jective that was set up for this National Security Training Commis- 
sion, in order to not only insure the defense of our country, but. to save 
the lives of the men who are going to be called by that defense. 
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When the bill was recommitted it was recommitted for further 
study, It seems to me that the National Security Training Commis- 
sion will naturally be called on for research and study and advice in 
order to carry out the purpose of the motion that was made in recom- 
mittal which several others havé testified was made not on the merits 
of the case, but simply because the Members of the House who were 
on the floor at the time were confused, and many Members of the House 
who might have voted against the recommittal were not there because, 
like I think most of the people of the country, they were under the 
impression that the passage of Public Law 51, universal military train- 
ing, Was assured, and the House passed Public Law 51, as I recall it, 
by a very big majorit 

Now, to carry out the objective that was determined by Public Law 
51, I think they must expect that the National Security Training 
Commission is going to make the necessary study of the debates in 
Congress—the factors that have come up—to determine just what kind 
of legislation we must have in order to arrive at the proper use of the 
manpower of our country. 

Now, I think myself that the vote of the Congress to set up this 
Commission was one of the best things legislativ ely that has ever been 
done. I think the Congress would be wise to determine on legislation © 
through that kind of procedure in many fields and would get better 
legislation if they had more organizations like this Commission to 
study the very intricate problems | with which our Congress has to deal 
today. 

Here is a Commission made up of illustrious citizens and retired 
members of the Armed Forces who have done an excellent job at very 
little cost, and the mere fact that a parliamentary situation arose in 
the House ought not to be used as a means of wiping out the Com- 
mission that was set up after long and serious debate. It was simply 
a hurried vote on an appropriation bill and | hope that your com- 
mittee will correct that mistake by giving the Commission not merely 
enough money to carry on, because I do not like to see any money spent 
just simply to keep your nose above water, but I would like to see a 
job done that will get us somewhere on this very serious problem which 
our organization has worked for a great many years, and, as you know, 
a gi eat many other organizations have favored a plan that will avoid 
the necessity of calling men who have already served when an emer- 
gency arises. 

I think this legislation will provide men who have not seen active 
service instead of calling up those who have families, who are set up 
in business, and who are engaging in other activities. 

Their lives are disturbed because there is no machinery to take care 
of calling into the service men who are adequately trained who have 
not seen combat service. 

For that reason, we would like to see you approve the appropriation 
request. 
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STATEMENT OF A. M. DOWNER, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE REPRE- 
SENTATIVE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


SUPPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 


Senator MoCietian. Mr. Downer. 

Mr. Downer. My name is A. M. Downer, assistant legislative repre- 
sentative of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States. 

Mr. Omar Ketchum, legislative director, has written to Senator 
O’Mahoney informing him of our support of this appropriation item. 

Senator McCiettan. You have a copy of his letter? 

Mr. Downer. I do not have it with me now. I think Mr. Hewitt 
has a copy. 

Senator McCuiecxian. Here is the letter to which you referred. It 
may be made a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to was filed with the committee.) 

Mr. Downer. I came today, Senator, because we want the commit- 
tee to understand the extreme importance that we attach to this ap- 
propriation item. 

Now, I recognize that time is of the essence. I do not want to 
indulge in repetition. So I would like to inform vou that we concur 
principally in what has been said by the witnesses that have preceded 
me in this matter. 

I would like to say that although our organization for some 30 
years has endorsed universal military training, I recognize that this 
perhaps is not the forum or the time to engage in lengthy debate 
on the merits of universal military training, but I would like to say 
to you that in our judgment there is not a single item im this appro- 
priation bill that dollar for dollar has the importance that this ap- 
propriation item for the continuance of National Security Training 
Commission has. 

Now we recognize, of course, that the opponents and proponents of 
the universal military training bill are equally sincere. They have 
an equal interest in our national defense and m our national security. 
It is our view that this appropriation item should not be measured 
by whether we should have universal military trainmg or whether we 
should not. 

We feel this is hardly the forum to determine that. That function 
is somewhat the function of the Commission. I mean it is a function 
of the Commission to make available to the Congress the facts from 
which the Congress should determine that. 

And we think this appropriation item should not be viewed from 
that standpoint. 


FURTHER STUDIES BY COMMISSION 


Everybody is interested, equally interested I am sure, in obtaining 
the proper decision on universal militafy training. 

Now if the Commission is continued, the benefit of their knowledge, 
their experience, of their continned efforts, of their work, will be 
made available to the Congress. And since there has been no final 
decision in this matter, to abolish the Commission would be tanta- 
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mount to a legislature or the Congress dissolving a court. when the 
jury had not returned a verdict yet. 

So I cannot say too emphatically the importance we attach to it, 
ian we certainly urge the committee to restore the appropriation for 
continuance of the Commission. 

If there are any questions you might want to ask, I will do my best 
to answer them. 

Senator McCieiian. I know, of course, the members of the Ameri- 
can Legion and the other veterans’ organizations are strongly support- 
ing universal military training. | think C ongress has acted wisely 
in “probably setting up a commission to aid in ‘studying the elements 
of law and policy that go into a proper and adequate universal military 
training program. 

Now, the only question that I raise is if the Congress has made up 
its mind not to have a universal military training program, of course, 
there is no point in having the commission continue. its work. The 
House acton on this particular item indicated that it probably made 
up its mind that under present conditions, at least, universal military 
training was not desirable. That is what its action would indicate. 

But I am sure this record that you gentlemen have made here today 
will be of interest to the committee and to the Congress, those who 
have time to read it. We are glad to welcome all of you and to have 
your views and support on the restoration of this item. 

Mr. Downer. Thank you. 

I would like to say I completely agree with what you have said 
and if there had been what we considered a final action in the Congress 
we would not be here supporting this appropriation. 

Senator McCierian. Personally, I do not think it was final action. 
Tam not accepting it as such. But then it would indicate that except 
that we know what happens here sometimes in legislation and how it 
happens from past experience. 

On the face of the record it indicates that the House had no more 
interest in continuing the study of a universal military training 
program. 

Mr. Downer. There is one other thing I would like to point out, 
which is perhaps not too important. It will take only a second or 
two. 

This bill passed by the House appropriates $46 billion. Now here 
is only $75,000 which is to be considered. 

It seems to me that if the expense of $75,000 will add one seintilla of 
knowledge on the wisdom of this program, it is money very well spent. 

Senator McCiettan. Thank you, Mr. Downer. 

Mr. Downer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


LIMITATION ON WOOL PURCHASES 


Senator M@CLetiaNn. Senator Saltonstall, we shall be glad to hear 
from you at this time. 

Senator Savronstam.. Acting Chairman McClellan, Senator 
O’Mahoney, the chairman of this subcommittee, and I, are both ex- 
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tremely interested in wool and have had many discussions of our mu- 
tual problems regarding it. I know that he and you are thoroughly 
familiar with the so-called Berry amendment to the defense appropria- 
tions bill as passed by the House. 

Tomorrow, Saturday, I understand the Boston Wool Trade Asso- 
ciation and the National Wool Trade Association will appear before 
this committee in opposition to the amendment in its present form. 

I regret that a previous engagement in Boston, made at least 2 
months ago, makes it impossible for me to be present at that time. 

So I will appreciate it if you, Mr. Acting Chairman, will see to it 
that my few remarks aré put in the appropriate place in the reeord of 
the hearing tomorrow, Saturday, regarding this amendment. 

The wool-trade associations will present the case, as I understand 
it, in some detail, and I know that they will be able to give you any 
additional information which you desire. r 

I understand that they are in accord with the objective of the Berry 
amendment but that they feel that certain changes should be made 
in it as it now stands. 

They will recommend to you, I believe, that the Berry amendment 
be modified so as to require use of domestically produced wool where 
available at prices comparable to those at which other wool may be 
purchased. 


OBJECTIONS TO AMENDMENT 


The chief objections to the amendment in its present form, as I 
understand it, are as follows: 

1. Since the United States supplies only about 20 percent of its 
annual needs for wool, there is never any question of a sufficient 
market for all domestic wool. 

2. The Department of Agriculture’s price-support program already 
protects American wool growers from having to accept lower than 
world prices for their wool. 

3. The American wool growers always have the opportunity of 
obtaining maximum prices for their wool because of their close prox- 
imity to their markets. 

4. American wool growers could, under the Berry amendment, de- 
mand unreasonable prices for their wool. 

5. The Berry amendment would make it actually impossible for 
wool-textile manufacturers to bid on Government contraets in an 
orderly manner. 

Mr. Acting Chairman, I appreciate very much your letting me say 
these few words concerning this amendment affecting wool, because 


wool is so important to both Senator O'Mahoney, of Wyoming, and | 


me in Massachusetts. 

I respectfully request that you, through the clerk, Mr. Hewitt, see 
to it that these few words of mine are pa in the proper place in the 
record and I will also appreciate it if they could be called to the 
attention of the wool trade when they appear tomorrow. 

Senator McCie.ian. Senator Saltonstall, your wishes, will be re- 
spected and the acting chairman directs ‘the clerk to place your re- 
marks of today in the record immediately oe the testimony 
of the representatives of the wool association who will appear before 
the committee tomorrow. 
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Senator SattronstaLu. I thank you, Mr. Acting Chairman, for this 
opportunity of coming before you and presenting this statement. 
nator McCue..an. I have various letters relating to this subject 
which will be placed in the record at this point. 
(The letters referred to follow :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
May 20, 1952. 
Hon, JosEPH C,.O’MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense Department Appropriations, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Enclosed is a letter from Mr. Milton Linden, assistant 
treasurer, Glaser & Yoffe, Inc., Natick, Mass. 

You will note that Mr. Linden raises very strong objections to that part of 
H. R. 7391 which would, in effect, compel the Armed Forces to eliminate a com- 
modity that has given them good results with substantial savings. 

It seems to me that Mr. Linden presents a persuasive and well-expressed 
argument to which your subcommittee’s attention and careful study is respect- 
fully requested. 

It is also requested that Mr. Linden’s letter be made a part of the official 
record of hearings on H. R. 7391. I would be most interested in having your 
subcomittee’s reaction to Mr. Linden’s argument, 

With kind regards, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Henry Casor Loner, Jr., 
United States Senator. 


GLASER & YOFFE, INC., 


Natick, Mass., May 15, 1952. 
Hon. Henry CaBor Lopes, Jr., 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR LopcE: A bill, known as H. R. 7391, was passed by the House 
of Representatives and is now being considered by the Subcommittee on Defense 
Department Appropriations of the United States Senate. Incorporated in this 
bill is a provision, the subject matter of which was introduced in part as a 
separate bill in the House of Representatives as H. R. 6520 by Representative 
Berry, in the Senate as S. 2661 by Senator Case and finally included in H. R. 
7391 which the House passed. 

It is my considered opinion that this provision, in its present form, is dis- 
criminatory and harmful to the wool stock industry and potentially injurious to 
the Defense Department’s procurement program. It provides, from page 10, 
line 22, through page 11, line 14: “That no part of this or any other appropri- 
ation contained in this Act shall be available for the procurement of any article 
of food, clothing, or wool (whether in the form of fiber or yarn or contained in 
fabrics, materials, or manufactured articles) not grown or produced in the 
United States or its possessions, except to the extent that the Secretary of the 
Department concerned shall determine that a satisfactory quality and sufficient 
quantity of any articles of food or clothing or any form of wool grown or pro- 
duced in the United States or its possessions cannot be procured as and when 
needed at United States market prices and except procurements by vessels in 
foreign waters and emergency procurements or procurements of perishable foods 
by establishments located outside the continental United States, except the 
Territories of Hawaii and Alaska, for the personne] attached thereto: Provided 
further, That nothing herein shall preclude the procurement of foods manufac- 
tured or processed in the United States or its possessions.” 

It is understood that the term “wool” includes wool, reprocessed wool, and 
reused wool as defined in section 2 of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, 
whether in the form of fiber or yarn or contained in fabrics, materials or manu- 
factured articles. 

Your attention is called, therefore, to the following situation : 

Wool stock consists of and is derived from: 

1. Worsted, woolen and yarn mills’ wastes or manufacturing byproducts; 

2. Clothing, sweater, and hosiery manufacturers’ cuttings; 
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3. Household salvage of worsted, woolen, and knitted articles; and 

4. United States Army, Navy, and Marine sales of items 2 and 3. 

It is important to note that Government cuttings are considered of suffi- 
cient value to be frequently “frozen” or restricted to reclaiming for United 
States Government manufacture only, and ure a substantial source of revenue 
to the Government. 

Through established channels and daily trading, all the above items are ab 
sorbed by the wool stock industry which prepares the materials, through manua! 
sorting and mechanical processing—as in raw wool itself—for reclaiming and 
reworking as a substitute for and a supplement to wool. 

The next operation, after grading to grade and color, is reducing and restor- 
ing these materials to fiber form, by garnetting. In the main, this is the func- 
tion of the garnetting industry, representing substantial investments in modern 
plants and costly machinery and employing skilled help. Many woolen mills, 
who are the principal and ultimate consumers of the products of both the woo! 
stock and the textile fibers (garnetting) industries, also perform this process 
in their own garnetting departments. 

The finished article or fabric may be an overcoat, a blanket, a woodsman's 
jacket, a work or utility fabric, a child’s outergarment, an industrial or shoe 
felt, a carpet, an upholstery material, a building insulation material or a fabric 
for the Armed Forces and meeting its specifications with rigid tests of end use. 
Reclaimed wool stock is not necessarily used alone in such diversified manu 
facturing but is blended with wool or other fibers, depending upon relative and 
competitive values without detracting from the product, thereby utilizing mil- 
lions of dollars annually in reclamation and conserving millions of pounds 
of the primary stock itself—wool. 

As recently as March 18, 1952, Mr. Edwin O, Kruegel, head of the Textile 
Fabrice Section of the Office of the Quartermaster General, stated: “The in- 
troduction of 35 percent of reprocessed and reused wool into Army blankets and 
the use of up to 20 percent of reprocessed wool in 15-ounce lining resulted in a 
saving in blanket and lining fabrics of $27,000,000 during the year 1951 over 
what these same materials would have cost had the former specifications pre- 
vailed.” 

A large percentage of the wool required in this country, for civilian and 
defense purposes, is imported since this country has traditionally produced less 
than its normal requirements, in volume and grade. Obviously, much of this 
wool, at some future time, becomes secondary materials as outlined in the 
above items 1 through 4. 

In any given period, the wool wastes of a mill could be the byproduct of all 
domestic wools, all foreign wools, or a combination of both. In any one season, 
the wool cuttings of a clothing or knit goods manufacturer could contain clip- 
pings from fabrics which were designed and constructed of multiple yarns from 
fabres originating from all parts of the globe. In any household, regardless of the 
individual's patriotism, the salvage could not be guaranteed as “all-American” 
insofar as the fiber content is concerned. 

The construction and the content of fibers can be classified and identified by 
laboratory tests. The geographical origin of fibers, even if an international 
birth certificate were attached to each lamb, cannot be proven and must depend 
upon the best opinion of the seller, particularly after comingling and blending 
with other animal or vegetable fibers to meet specific requirements. 

Finally, if preference and protection is to be assured to articles produced and 
manufactured in the United States, what is the inevitable result to American 
mills and American labor engaged in reclaiming, processing, garnetting and 
manufacturing wool textiles when the onus is based on an animal’s ancestry 
rather than its competitive, economic and relative value? Or is the protection 
of a sheep’s heritage more important than the employment of American industry 
and labor? All this is to be considered unless the wording of the aforementioned 
provision in H. R. 7391 is changed to avoid discrimination and hardship to an 
industry and its commodities which, in principal, deals in the byproducts of 
American manufacture. 

Therefore, I request your interest and consideration of an industry problem 
which would compel the Armed Forces to eliminate a commodity that has given 
them the desired results with substantial savings. In the best interests of all 
concerned, I urge that reprocessed and reused wools be specifically eliminated 
from the provisions of H. R. 7391 or that nothing therein shall preclude the pro- 
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curement of reclaimed fibers manufactured or processed in the United States or 
its possessions. 
Respectfully yours, 
Mitton LINDEN, Assistant Treasurer. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
June 4, 1952. 
Hon. Joseru C. O’MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: On June 3 I introduced an amendment to H. R. 7391, 
making appropriations for the Department of Defense which would insert the 
following words after the word “prices” on page 11, line 8: “(or, in the case 
of any grade and quality of wool, at a price which does not exceed the world 
price for such grade and quality plus the United States tariff duty thereon).” 

The Berry amendment to H. R. 7391, as passed by the House, requires that 
preference be given to American products by the Government. Wool is specifi- 
cally included by name. The amendment would require that in filling Govern- 
ment contracts for military or other requirements that domestic wool be given 
preference “if available.” 

I am advised that most people in the wool industry do not object in any way 
to the basic purpose of this amendment. They do urgently request, however, 
that this provision be amended to require the use of American wool at all times 
whenever it is available at prices comparable to that paid for wool grown in any 
other country, plus United States tariff. The amendment which I introduced 
yesterday is designed to accomplish this result. 

The wool industry urges this amendment because of the fear that great dam- 
age would be done wool growers in America were the House amendment to stand 
without revision. This is the supporting argument which has been presented to 
me, and I commend it to the subcommittee’s earnest attention: 

Wool is a world commodity and prices are fixed on a world basis, not on a 
domestic basis. Under all ordinary circumstances domestic wool will always 
sell in ratio to world prices for the same grades and qualities. The United 
States is dependent upon foreign sources for nearly 80 percent of all the apparel 
wool which its uses annually in this country. Since we supply only about 20 
percent of our average annual market needs there is never any question of a 
full and sufficient market for all the wool we grow in the United States. 

The Department of Agriculture is engaged in a lending program to domestic 
wool growers which grants loans up to 90 percent of 1951 wool parity values, 
thus protecting American wool growers against any threat of being obliged to 
sell wool at an unfavorable marketing period, or of being forced to accept lower 
than world prices because of any accumulation of a surplus or other pressure. 

With a deficit clip in relation to increasing civilian and military demands 
and a loan program of exceptionally advantageous character, the American wool 
grower can be sure of obtaining maximum prices for his wool, based on world 
prices, because of his close proximity to his markets. 

Wool textile manufacturers in bidding on any Government tenders must 
know the prices of their chief raw material—wool. They must have options on 
the necessary supply. American wool] growers, protected by Government loans 
which represent 80 to 90 percent of market values, at low interest rates, can 
demand unreasonable prices if they are so inclined. 

But most dangerous, according to the people in the wool trade with whom I 
have conferred, is the prospect of speculators cornering the inadequate supply of 
domestic raw wool and exacting inflated prices from manufacturers requiring 
the wool to meet Government requirements. Under H. R. 7391 all domestie wool, 
whoever owns it, and whatever cost, must be used before manufacturers may 
even consider using wool of foreign origin. 

This situation, I am told, is bound to make it almost impossible for wool tex- 
tile manufacturers to bid on Government tenders in an orderly manner. With- 
out any obligation to sell domestic wool at average world prices, speculators 
can boost prices to a ruinous point, entailing unnecessary costs to taxpayers and 
delays in production, Such irregularity in wool prices would encourage greatly 
the use of other fibers, with which wool is threatened at this time. 

94846—52——-89 
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If the use of American wool, however, is required whenever it is availalle y, 
long as it is sold at comparable prices based on world prices for like grades a) 
qualities, the American wool grower will be fully protected. 

With this assurance of a continuing market in a country which must continy 
to outfit an Armed Force of more than 3,500,000 men, American wool growers 
can be encouraged to increase their flocks and their wool clips. The widey 
market for wool growers can be achieved in a free market. 

I hope, therefore, that your subcommittee will incorporate this amendime; 
in H. R. 7391 as a committee amendment. 

With kind regards, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Henry Capor Lopeer, Jr., 
United States Senity, 





NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WASTE MATERIAL DEALERS, INC., 
° New York 16, N. ¥., May 9, 1932 
Senator JosepH C. O’MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense Department Appropriations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Sir: The National Association of Waste Material Dealers, Inc., is th 
largest trade association in its field, representing about 900 dealers in practically 
all types of secondary materials throughout the United States. 

The association is composed of commodity divisions, two of which are the 
Wool Stock Institute and the Textile Fibres Institute. The Wool Stock Institute 
is composed of dealers, graders, and packers throughout the country who deal 
in wool clips, wool rags, wool waste, and similar items. The Textile Fibres 
institute is comprised of firms that reclaim textile fibers—much of which js 
wool—for further processing into yarns or materials from which fabrics are 
woven or produced. 

These two commodity divisions of the association therefore are vitally inter- 
ested in H. R. 7391, which from line 22, page 10, through line 14, page 11, pro- 
vides: “That no part of this or any other appropriation contained in this act 
shall be available for the procurement of any article of food, clothing, or wo 
(whether in the form of fiber or yarn or contained in fabrics, materials, or 
manufactured articles) not grown or produced in the United States or its pos- 
sessions, except to the extent that the Secretary of the Department concerned 
shall determine that a satisfactory quality and sufficient quantity of any articles 
of foc d or clothing or any form of wool grown or produced in the United States 
or its possessions cannot be procured as and when needed at United States market 
prices and except procurements by vessels in foreign waters and emergency pro- 
curements or procurements of perishable foods by establishments located outside 
the continental United States, except the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska, for 
the personnel attached thereto: Provided further, That nothing herein shall 
preclude the procurement of foods manufactured or processed in the United 
States or its possessions.” 

The Wool Stock Institute and Textile Fibres Institute are desirous that prefer- 
ence be given and protection granted to products of the United States and its 
possessions, particularly when this preference and protection concerns an it- 
portant segment of the American economy, the woolen industry. 

However, unless the wording of H. R. 7391 is amended—without changing 
the intent—a detrimental result would be imposed on dealers in wool clips, wool 
rags, and wool waste and reciaimers of these secondary materials. 

The identification of fibers can be established by laboratory tests, but the 
origin of fibers, particularly after commingling and blending with similar fiber 
or synthetic fibers to suit specific requirements, cannot be proven within an) 
normal operation and therefore must depend on the best information availa)! 
to the seller. 

Wool clips, rags, and waste are purchased by dealers from a great many sources 
including manufacturers of garments, manufacturers of fabrics used in garments 
and from individual homes. It readily can be understood that a manufacturer 
while cutting a garment of domestic wool, may at the same time within hi 
operation be cutting a garment of foreign wool. Similarly, a mannfacturer a) 
be using domestic yarn in one article, imported yarn in another, and perhaps : 
mixture of the two in a third article. 

Obviously, no one could guarantee the geographical origin of this mill waste 
manufacturers’ cuttings, or household salvage. For the dealer, packer, an 
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grader it would be impossible to know whether the wool content in the secondary 
materials was of domestic or foreign wool. 

Thus the dealer, packer, and grader could not give a guaranty of the geograph- 
ical origin of this wool to the processor, who similarly could not give his consumer 
such a guaranty. 

Since the intent of H. R. 7391 appears to be the protection of the products 
of the United States and its possessions, it surely is not the desire to enact 
legislation against an American product insofar as the wool industry is concerned. 
This being true, then it must be remembered that some portions of reclaimed 
fibers might be made of foreign wools, but, nevertheless, the secondary materials 
handled by members of the Wool Stock Institute and the Textile Fibers Institute 
actually might have been manufactured by American mills employing American 
labor. 

Further, we respectfully submit that this country traditionally has produced 
approximately 25 percent of the wool required by the United States under norma! 
eonditions. Thus, 75 percent of the wool required in this country is imported, 
much of this wool at some future time becoming secondary materials. If passed 
in its present form, H. R. 7391 would have the effect of eliminating all of this 
reclaimed wool from use by the armed services or place the supplier in a position 
in which he is required to make a statement impossible to prove or disprove. 

In H. R. 7391 in its present form becomes a fact, the loss of business to our 
many members dealing in the commodities heretofore mentioned would be sizable. 

Furthermore, the armed services would be placed in a position whereby it could 
not purchase materials composed of reclaimed fibers and consequently save con- 
siderable money in the purchase of certain types of required equipment. 

We respectfully submit a statement made on March 18, 1952, to a meeting of 
the Wool Stock Institute by Mr. Edwin O. Kruegel, head of the Textile Fabric 
Section of the Office of the Quartermaster General : 

“The introduction of 35 percent of reprocessed and reused wool into Army 
blankets and the use of up to 20 percent of reprocessed wool in 15-ounce lining 
resulted in a saving in blankets and lining fabrics of $27,000,000 during the year 
1951 over what these same materials would have cost had the former specifications 
prevailed.” 

CONCLUSION 


Since (1) it surely is not the intention of the Congress of the United States 
to pass a law seriously affecting the business of an important segment of our 
industrial economy, (2) the passage of such a bill would tend to prohibit the 
use of materials saving the Armed Forces considerable money, and (3) there 
is no known means without normal operations to comply with the provisions 
of H. R. 7391 and continue to engage in a phase of business, we respectfully 
urge: 

That the wording of the portion of H. R. 7391 dealing with the matter herein 
discussed be revised to include the phrase “reclaimed fibers and” immediately 
following the words “procurement of” in line 13, page 11. With this addition, 
this portion of H. R. 7391 would read, “Provided further, That nothing herein 
shall preclude the procurement of reclaimed fibers and foods manufactured or 
processed in the United States or its possessions.” 

It would be appreciated if this statement be included in the records of your 
committee hearing on H. R. 7391. 

Respectfully, 
MiILTon LINDEN, 
President, Wool Stock Institute. 
Smpney J. STern, 
President, Textile Fibres Institute. 


BALTIMORE, Mp., June 10, 1952. 
Senator Hersert R. O’Conor, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Urgent Senator O’Mahoney and committee considering bill H. R. 7391 passed 
House subject matter, line 22, page 10, through line 14, page 11. This will 
eliminate reclaimed woolen materials used by armed services which last year 
saved over $27 million for taxpayers. Bill in no way effects virgin wool of 
American producers. Would like prompt action to advise committee of impor- 
tance of hearings on this bill as well as possible changes. 


S. Scuaprro & Sons, INC. 
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R. & V. MILLER, INc., 
Newark 5, N. J., May 28, 1952. 
Hon. H. ALEXANDER SMITI, 
United Siates Senate, Washington, DN. C 


Dear Str: Our concern is engaged in the business uf grading and packing old 
woolen rags and new woolen clips. These products are sold to woolen mills who 
reciaim the wool fibers from these materials for reuse in the manufacture of 
woolens of various descriptions. We are appealing to you regarding the bill 
known as 8. 2661 introduced in the Senate by Senator Case. 

This biil, as we understand it, is worded similarly to the bill known as H., R. 
7391 which was passed by the House of Representatives. The Senate version is 
now being considered by the subcommittee of Defense Department appropria- 
tions of the United States Senate. 

From the point of view of the industry in which we are engaged, the provision 
in H. R. 7391 to which we object reads in part as follows: “Provided, That no 
part of this or any other appropriation contained in this act shall be available 
for the procurement of any article of food, clothing, or wool (whether in the 
form of fiber or yarn or contained in fabrics, materials, or manufactured articles) 
not grown or produced in the United States or its possessions, except to the 
extent that the Secretary of the Department concerned shall determine that a 
satisfactory quality and sufficient quantity of any articles of food or clothing or 
any form of wool grown or produced in the United States or its possessions 
cannot be procured as and when needed at United States market prices, etc.” 

The passage of a bill with this provision would practically eliminate the use 
of our commodity in any material purchased by the armed services, because 
it is not possible by any known means to determine which piece of woolen 
clippinz or which piece of woolen rag might contain wool fibers not grown in the 
United States. 

We do not find fault with any attempt that is made to fully protect our 
domestic sheep growers. What we do object to is discrimination against the 
use of materials produced by American labor and American industry. Woolen 
rags( reused wool) which originate from discarded clothing and woolen clips 
(reprocessed wool) which for the most part come from the cutting tables of 
garment manufacturers are collected, sorted, and packed into hundreds of differ- 
ent grades for use by manufacturers of woolens. This work is done by many 
thousands of American laborers in thousands of American plants and makes 
available a reasonably priced wool fiber used in producing low-cost woolen items 
which help maintain the tradition of all-wool fabrics. As an example of the 
low cost of our items, a Government spokesman recently publicly stated that 
the use of reprocessed and reused wool in Government fabrics in 1951 saved 
$27,000,000. In 1951 only 35 percent was used in blankets and 10 percent in a 
lining cloth. 

We hope we can count on your support in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 
R. & V. MILuer, INc., 
Rozert MItter, President. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
May 13, 1952. 
Senator KENNETH McKELLAR, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR MCKELLAR: With this letter I am forwarding you a copy of a 
communication I received today from Mr. Herbert J. Cohen, B. Cohen & Sons, 
Woonsocket, R. I. It is self-explanatory. 

I am advising Mr. Cohen that I am sending you a copy of his letter to me. 

Yours sincerely, 
‘THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN. 


B. Conen & SONS, 
Woonsocket, R. I., May 6, 1952. 


Hon. THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, 
Senator from Rhode Island, 
Senate Office Buildng, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Str: We respectfully bring to your attention certain provisions of H. R. 
7391 now being considered by the Subcommittee on Defense Department Appro- 
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priations of the Senate, which, if passed in its present form, we believe will be 
detrimental to our country, to our industry, and will prove costly to the Gov- 
ernment. 

The bill reads in part: “Provided, That no part of this or any other appro- 
priation contained in this Act shall be available for the procurement of any 
article of food, clothing, or wool (whether. in the form of fiber or yarn, or con- 
tained in fabrics, materials, or manufactured articles) not grown or 
produced in the United States or its possessions, except to the extent that the 
Secretary of the Department concerned shall determine that a satisfactory 
quality or sufficient quantity of any articles of food or clothing or any form of 
wool grown or produced in the United States or its possessions cannot be pro- 
cured as and when needed at United States Market prices,” ete. 

Since the beginning of hostilities in Korea the Department of the Army 
has changed its specifications on both the wool blanket and the 15-ounce lining 
fabric to permit the use of reprocessed and réused wools. Aside from the aspect 
of conserving our domestic wool supply, this change in specifications has resulted 
in a very large savings to the Government. Mr. Erwin Kruegel, Chief of the 
Textile Manufacturing Unit, Research and Development Branch of the Office 
of the Quartermaster General, has stated that “The introduction of 35 percent 
of reprocessed and reused wool into Army blankets and the use of up to 20 percent 
of reprocessed woo! in 15-ounce lining resulted in a saving in blankets and 
lining fabrics of $27,000,000 during the year 1951 over what these same materials 
would have cost had the former specifications prevailed,” 

As now written, H. R. 7391 would require that the reprocessed and reused 
wool utilized in the above-mentioned items be of domestic origin. We feel that 
this is not feasible as there is no practical method of determining whether the 
wool from which woolen clippings and/or woolen rags originated was of domestic 
or foreign origin. 

New wool clippings are the waste-cloth clippings generated in the manufac- 
turing of clothing. We purchase those clippings from the clothing manufacturer 
and through proper sorting prepare them for woolen-mill use. Since clothing 
manufacturers cut fabrics made from both domestic and foreign wools and in 
addition cut imported fabrics, you can see that it would be impossible for us 
to segregate clippings from wool of domestic origin from those of foreign origin. 

The sources of old woolen rags are discarded woolen items from both the 
civilian population and from the armed services. There is no practical manner 
in which we, as graders, could ascertain whether the wool in these items was of 
foreign or domestic origin. 

As we purchase all our clippings from domestic clothing manufacturers and 
our woolen rags from domestic collectors, our products have always been con- 
sidered as of domestic origin for practically all purposes. This would not, how- 
ever, meet the present requirements of H.-R. 7391. 

If the use of reprocessed and reused wool in military fabrics would be pre- 
cluded by the provisions of H. R. 7391, it would result in increased cost to the 
armed services in the procurement of those items which now utilize reprocessed 
and reused wool. As a considerable portion of our sales are to mills using our 
stocks in producing military fabrics, you can see that this bill would be harmful 
to our company. 

In view of the foregoing, we urge you to take whatever action you can to have 
H. R. 7391 amended so that it would not apply to reprocessed and reused wool. 
Anything you may do along these lines would be greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 
B. CoHEN & Sons, 
Hervert J. CoHen. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FoREIGN COMMERCE, 

June 12, 1952. 

Hon. Josepu C. O’MAHONEY, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Armed Services, 
Scnate Committee on Appropriations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Senator: I am enclosing a-telegram I have received from Mr. Leonard 
Kushins of St. Louis, Mo., for the information of your subcommittee. 
Sincerely yours, 

James P. Kem. 
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St. Louis, Mo., June 10, 1952. 
Senator James P. Kem, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Senator O’Mahoney subcommittee considering bill H. R. 7391 passed by House, 
subject matter, line 22, page 10, and line 14, page 11. This bill will eliminate re- 
claimed wool material used by the American armed services saving millions of 
dollars over last year. Bill will also affect employment throughout waste ma- 
terial industry which affects collections of vital raw material for defense. This 
in no way affects virgin wool of American producers. Prompt action essential to 
advise committee of importance of hearing on this bill and correction. 


FEDERAL Paper Stock Co., 
LronarpD KUSHINS. 


Sr. Lovers, Mo., June 10, 1952. 
Senator O’MAHONEY, 
Subcommittee: 


Consider bill H. R. 7391 passed by House, subject matter line 22, page 10, 
line 14, page 11. This bill will eliminate reclaimed wool material used by 
American armed services saving over 27 million over last year bill. Will affect 
employment throughout entire waste material industry which affects collection 
of vital raw material for defense. This in no way affects virgin wool of 
American producers. Prompt action essential to advise committee of importance 
of hearings on this bill and correction. 

Sr. Louis Waste Trapine Co. 





SEATTLE, WAsH., June 11, 1952. 
The Honorable WARREN G. MAGUNSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Subcommittee and consideration bill H. R. 7391 passed by House, subject 
matter, line 22, page 10, through line 14, page 11. This bill will eliminate re- 
claim wool material used by Armed Forces saving year $27,000,000. This bill 
will affect employment throughout vast material industry which affects collec- 
tion of vital raw material for defense. This in no way affects virgin wool of 
American producers. Prompt action essential to advise committee of im- 
portance of hearing on this bill and possible changes. 

ALASKA JuNK Co., 
Harry ScHWARTZ. 


Sr. Lovurs, Mo., June 10, 1952. 
Senator JAMEs P. Kem: 

Senator O'Mahoney, subcommittee considering bill H. R. 7391 passed by 
House. Subject matter line 22 page 10, line 14, page 11. This bill will eliminate 
reclaimed wool materials used by American armed services, saving millions of 
dollars over last year. Bill will affect employment throughout entire waste 
material industry which affects collections of vital raw materials for defense. 
This in no way affects virgin wool of American producers. Prompt action 
essential to advise committee of importance of hearings on this bill and cor- 
rection. 

GENERAL WASTE TRADING CO. 


UN rep STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., June 17, 1952. 
Hon. JosrpH O’MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Defense Denartment Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Joe: In further connection with my letter to you of June 13 in behalf 
of the so-called Berry amendment to H. R. 7391, the Department of Defense 
appropriation bill, I am enclosing for your attention and for the printed record 
a letter which was directed to Mr. Max Schuft, of Belle Fourche, 8S. Dak., by 
Morris Schultz of Sheraton & Schultz, Inc., Boston, Mass. 
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Mr. Schuft has made this letter available to me for the reason that it demon- 
strates very effectively the depressing influence of foreign wool imports into 
this country upon the market price of the domestic produced product. 

| believe the enclosed letter is a clear and graphic example of what has been 
occurring as a result of the imports of foreign wool into the country and I hope 
it will be useful to your subcommittee in arriving at favorable consideration of 
the Berry amendment to H. R. 7391. 

With best wishes, I am 

Cordially yours, 
Kar E. Munopt, United States Senator. 


SHERATON & Scuvuttz, INC., 
Boston, Mass., June 4, 1952. 
Mr. Max ScCHUFT, 
Var Schaft & Son, 
Belle Fourche, S. Dak. 

Dear Max: I received a copy of the letter you sent to Forstmann. 

| had written previously to most all possible users of your wool, and the other 
day I had Stillwater Worster Mills’ buyer down to Framingham to look over your 
wool, Although he was anxious to get a price on the half blood, I did not con- 
tact you on it, because I knew that his idea of price was $1.40 clean. 

There is a report from several sources that 4,000,000 pounds of 58/60’s South 
American top was sold in this market for $1.62. Undoubtedly, this went into 
the Government serge order. This amount of top represents over 8,000,000 
pounds of wool the American producer could have sold. 

Mills will soon have to come into the market to buy, particularly fine wools, 
us their inventories for this grade must be getting very low. 

I will keep the Crutchings before the trade but at the moment their idea of 
price on off wools is low, 

Regards, to everyone, 

Very truly yours, 
Morris ScHULTz. 


RIcHMOND, VA., June 11, 1952. 
Hon. Harry F. Byrp, 
Washington, D. C. 

Senator O'Mahoney and subcommittee considering bill H. R. 7391 passed by 
House. Subject matters line 22, page 10, through line 14, page 11. This bill will 
eliminate reclaimed wool material used by Armed Forces saving over $27 million 
last year. Bill will affect employment throughout entire waste-material industry 
which affects collection of vital raw material for defense. This in no way affects 
virgin wool of American producers. Prompt action essential to advise commit- 
tee of importance of hearing on this bill. 

Peck Iron & Metat Co., Inc. 


(See also p. 1471.) 

Senator McCLe..an. The committee will recess now until 10 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 3:15 p. m., Friday, June 20, 1952, the committee 
recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m. Saturday, June 21, 1952. 





